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NOTE TO THE READER. 


(Accompanying the First Edition.) 


Ap LecroreM.—Our preceptor in Theology having given to the classes the 
course of lectures which he had delivered to previous ones, to be used by us in any 
manner we found most convenient for our assistance in this study, we have printed 
them in this form for private circulation among ourselves and our predecessors and 
successors in the Seminary. Our reasons for doing so are the following: We found 
these lectures useful, so far as we had proceeded, in assisting our comprehension of 
the text-books. As Dr. Dabney announceda change in the method of his instruction, 
in which he.would cease to deliver the lectures orally, from his chair; and placed them 
in MS. at the disposal of the students, we desired to continue to avail ourselves of 
their assistance. To provide ourselves with copies, and to extend their use to subse- 
quent fellow-students, the most convenient and obvious mode was to print them. 
This has been done at the expense of the students of 1878; and a small number of 
copies, beyond our own need, has been struck off. 

A few explanations may be necessary for the understanding of the method of 
study, of which these notes forma part. Ths system consists of recitations on lessons 
from text-books, chiefly the Confession of Faith and Turrettin’s Elenctic Theology, oral 
instructions and explanations of the Professor, the preparation and reading of Theses 
by the students upon the topics under discussion, and finally, review recitations upon 
the whole. The design is to combine, as far as may be, the assistance of the living 
teacher with the cultivation of the powers of memory, comparison, judgment, reason- 
ing and expression, by the researches of the students themselves, and to fx the 
knowledge acquired by repeated views of it. When a “head” of divinity is 
approached, the first step which our professor takes, is to propound to us, upon the 
black-board, a short, comprehensive sy//abus of its discussion, in the form of ques- 
tions; the whole prefaced by a suitable lesson in the text-book. Our first business 
is to master and recite this lesson. Having thus gotten, from our standard author, 
a trustworthy outline of the discussion, we proceed next to investigate the same sub- 
ject, as time allows, in other writers, both friendly and hostile, preliminary to the 
composttion of a thesis. It is to guide this research, that the sy//adzs, with its 
numerous references to books, has been givenus. These have been carefully selected 
by the Professor, so as to direct to the ablest and most thorough accessible authors, 
who defend and impugn the truth. The references may, in many cases, be far more 
numerous than any Seminary-student can possibly read, at the time, with the duties 
of the other departments upon his hands. To guide his selection, therefore, the most 
important authority is named first, under each question, [it may be from our text-book 
or from some other], then the next in value, and last, those others which the student 
may consult.with profit at his greater leisure. The sy//abws with its references we 
find one of the most valuable features of our course; it guides not only our first 
investigations, but those of subsequent years, when the exigencies of our pastoral 
work may require us to return and make a wider research into the same subject. It 
directs our inquiries intelligently, and rescues us from the drudgery of wading through 
masses of literary rubbish to find the opinions of the really influential minds, by giving 
us some of the experience of one older than ourselves, whose duty it has been to ex- 
amine many books upon theology and its kindred sciences. 
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NOTE TO THE READER. 


. After the results of our own research have,jseen presented, it has been Dr. Dab- 
ney’s usage to declare hisown view of the whole subject; and these lectures form the 
mass of what is printed below. They take the form therefore of resamés of the 
discussion already secn in the books; oftentimes, reciting in plainer or fresher shape 
even the arguments of the text-book itself, when the previous examination has revealed 
the fact that the class have had difficulty in grasping them, and often reproducing the 
views to which the other references of the sy//abus had already directed us. It needs 
hardly to be added, that the Professor of course made no pretense of originality, 
save inthe mode of connecting, harmonizing, or refuting some of the statements 
passed in review. Indeed, it seemed ever to be his aim to show us how to get for 
ourselves, in advance of his help, all the things to which in his final lecture he assisted 
us. ‘These lecturesMitericeforth in the hands of the classes, will take the place of a 
subordinate text-book, along with the others; and the time formerly devoted to their 
oral delivery will be applied to giving us the fruits of other researches in advance of 
the existing course. : 

It only remains that we indicate the order of subjects. This is chiefly that 
observed in the Confession of Faith. But the course begins with Natural Theology, 
which is then followed by a brief review of the doctrines of psychology and ethicks, 
which are most involved in the study of theology. This being done, the lectures 
proceed to revealed theology, assuming, as a postulate established by another depart- 
ment in the Seminary, the inspiration and infallibility of the Scriptures. 

The form in which the lectures are presented to our comrades is dictated by the 
necessity of having them issued from the press weekly, in order to meet our immediate 
wants in the progress of the course. It need only be said in conclusion that this 


printing is done by Dr. Dabney’s consent. 
COMMITTEE OF PRINTING. 
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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION. 


THE note Ad Lectorem, prefixed by the Students to the first edition which they 
printed, sufficiently explains the mrigin and nature of this course of Theology. The 
experience of several years in teaching it, has disclosed at once its utility and its 
defects. Much labor has been devoted to the removal of the latter, and to addi- 
tional research upon every important point of discussion. The syllabus has been 
enriched with a great number of references. Two hundred and sixty pages of new 
matter have been added. The book is attended with full Table of Contents and 
Index; fitting it for reference. A multitude of typographical errors have been 
removed; and the larger type and better material, itis trusted, will concur to make the 
book not only more sightly, but more durable and useful. 

The main design, next to the establishment of Divine Truth, has been to furn- 
ish students in divinity, pastors, and intelligent lay-Christians, a view of the whole 
field of Christian theology, without swelling the work to a size too unwieldy and 
costly for the purposes of instruction. Every head of divinity has received at least 
brief attention. The discussion is usually compact. The reader is requested to bear 
in mind, that the work is only styled ‘‘Syllabus and Notes’’ of a course in theology. 
The full expansion or exhaustive illustration of topics has not been promised. Hence 
unless the reader has already a knowledge of these topics derived from copious pre- 
vious study, he should not expect to master these discussions by a cursory reading, 
He is candidly advertised that many parts will remain but, partially appreciated, 
-unless he shall find himself willing either to read enough of the authorities referred to 
in the Syllabus, to place him at the proper point of view ; or else to ponder the outline 
of the arguments by the efforts of mature and vigorous thought for himself, and thus 
fill out the full body of discussion. 

The work is now humbly offered again to the people of God, in the hope that it 
may assist to establish them in the old and orthodox doctrines which have been the 


power and glory of the Reformed Churches. 
ROBERT L. DABNEY. 


Union Theo. Seminary, Va., Aug. 15th, 1878. 
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LECTURES. 


NATURAL THEOLOGY, 


LECTURE I. 
PREFATORY, AND EXISTENCE OF GOD. 


SYLLABUS. 
I. What is Theology; and what its Divisions? Prove that there is a Science of 
Natural Theology. 
Turrettin, Loc. i, Qu. 2-3. Thornwell, Collected Works, Vol. i. Lect. 1, 
pp. 25-36 


2. What two Lines of Argument to prove the Existence of a God? What 

the @ priovt Arguments? Are they valid? 

Stillingfleet, Origines Sacree, bk. iil, ch.i. Thornwell, Lect. ii, p. 51, &c. 

Dr. Samuel Clarke, Discourse of the Being and Attributes of God, c. 1-12 

Chalmers’ Nat. Theol., Lect. iii, Dick. Lect. xvi. Cudworth’s Intellect. 

System. 

3. State the Arguments of Clarke. Of Howe. Are they sound? Are they 

a priori? 

Dr. S. Clarke, as above. J. Howe’s Living Temple, ch. II, 39 to end. Locke’s 

Essay on the Human Understanding. bk. iv. ch. Io. 

4. State the Argument of Breckinridge’s Theology. Is it valid? 

“Knowledge of God Objective,” bk.i, ch 5. Review of Breck. Theol. in 

Central Presbyterian, March to April, 1858. 
5. Givean outline of the Arg. from Design. Paley, Nat. Theol. ch. i, 2, 3. 
Xenophon’s Afemorabilia, lib. i, ch. v. Cicero De Natura Deorum, \ib.ii 32-8. 
Turrcitin, Loc. iii, Qu: 1. Theological Treatises generally. 
jee is justly said: Every science should begin by defining its 

terms, in order to shun verbal failacies. The word Theology, 
(Ocov Aoyoc), has undergone peculiar mutations 
in the history of science. The Greeks often used 
it for their theories of theogony and cosmogony. Aristotle uses 
it in a more general form, as equivalent to all metaphysics; divid- 
ing theoretical philosophy into physical, mathematical, and theo- 
logical. Many ofthe early Christian fathers used it in the restricted 
sense of the doctrine of Christ’s divinity: (sci. lwavyy7 0 Ocoho7o¢). 
But now it has come to be used commonly, to describe the 
whole science of God’s being and nature, and relations to the crea- 
ture. The name is appropriate: “Science of God.” Th. Aqui- 
nas: “TZheologia a Deo docetur, Deum docet, ad Deum ducit,” 
God its author, its subject, its end. 

The distribution of Theology into didactic, polemic, and 
practical, is sufficiently known. Now, all 
didactic inculcation of truth is indirect refu- 
tation of the opposite error. Polemic Theology has been de- 
fined as direct refutation of error. The advantage of this 
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Theology, What? 


Its Divisions. 
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has been supposed to be, that the way for easiest and most 
thorough refutation is to systematize the error, with refer- 
ence to its first principle, or zowrtoy devdog But the attempt 
to form a science of polemics, different from Didactic Theolo- 
gy fails; because error never has true method. Confusion 
is its characteristic. The system of discussion, formed on its 
false method, cannot be scientific. Hence, separate treatises 
on polemics have usually slidden into the methods of didactics ; 
or they have been confused. Again: Indirect refutation is 
more effectual than direct. , There is therefore, in this course, 
no separate polemic; but what is said against errors is divided 
between the historical and didactic. 

Theology is divided into natural and revealed, according to 
the sources of our knowledge of it; from 
natural reason; from revelation. What is 
science? Knowledge demonstrated and 
methodized. That there is a science of Natural Theology, 
of at least some certain and connected propositions, although 
limited, and insufficient for salvation at best, is well argued 
from). Seripture, se: ey Ps. xix SIS 7.) ACES) Savers me ecw 
23; Rom. i4:103 5:11: 14, .&cy) and: fromthe. fact. that, nearly 
all heathens have religious ideas and rites of worship. Not 
that religious ideas are innate: but the capacity to estab- 
lish some such ideas, from natural data, is innate. Con- 
sider further: Is not this implied in man’s capacity to receive 
a revealed theology ? Does revelation demonstrate God’s exis- 
tence; or assume it? Does it rest the first truths on pure 
dogmatism, or on evidencé which man apprehends? ‘The latter; 
and then man is assumed to have some natural capacity for such 
apprehension. But if nature reflects any light concerning God, 
(as Scripture asserts), then man is capable of deriving some 
theology from nature. 

Some old divines were wont to deny that there was any 
science of Natural Theology, and to say 
that without revelation, man would not nat- 
urally learn its first truth. They attribute the grains of 
truth, mixed with the various polytheisms to the remnants 
of tradition descending from Noah’s family. They urge that 
some secluded tribes, Hottentots, Australians, have no re- 
ligious ideas; that some men are sincere atheists after re- 
flection; and that there is the wildest variety, yea contra- 
diction, between the different schools of heathens. These 
divines seem to fear lest, by granting a Natural Theology, they 
should grant too much to natural reason; a fear ungrounded and 
extreme. They are in danger of a worse consequence; reduc- 
ing man’s capacity for receiving divine verities so low, that the 
rational sceptic will be able to turn upon them and say: “Then 
by so inept a creature, the guarantees of a true revelation cannot 
be certainly apprehended.” 


Is there a Natural 
Theology ? 


Why Denied? 
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To reply more in detail; I grant much influence to prim- 
aires eval traditions, (a subject of great interest 
learnedly discussed in Theo. Gale’s Court 
of the Gentiles). But that so inconstant a cause is able 
to perpetuate in men these fixed convictions of the invisi- 
ble, shows in man a natural religious capacity. That there 
have been atheistic persons and tribes, is inconclusive. Some 
tribes deduce no science of geometry, statics, or even num- 
bers; but this does not prove man non-logical. Some _ pro- 
fess to disbelieve axioms, as Hume that of causation; but this 
is far from proving man incapable of a natural science of in- 
duction. Besides, the atheism of these tribes is doubtful; savages 
are shrewd, suspicious, and fond of befooling inquisitive stran- 
gers by assumed stupidity. And last: the differences of Natural 
theology among polytheists are a diversity in unity; all involve 
the prime truths; a single first cause, responsibility, guilt, a fu- 
ture life, future rewards and punishments. 

2. The first truth of theology is the existence of God. 
The first question which meets us is: How 
eae ns Ly God: man learns the existence of God? Dr. 
Charles Hodge [Systematic Theology, part 

I chapter 1.] states and argues that the knowledge of 
it is “innate.” This assertion he explains by saying that it is 
‘fntuitive.” It must be understood, however, that he also em- 
ploys this term ina sense of his own. With him, any truth is 
intuitive, which is immediately perceived bythe mind. He dis- 
sents from the customary definition of philosophers, [as Sir W. 
Hamilton] which requires simplicity, or primariness, as the trait 
of an intuitive judgment, He explains himself by saying, that 
to Newton, all the theorems of Euclid’s first book were as imme- 
diately seen as the axioms; and therefore, to him, intuitions. 
We shall see, in a subsequent lecture,the dangers of this view. I 
hold, with the current of philosophers, that an intuitive truth is 
[@] one that is seen true without any premise, [2] so seen by all 
minds which comprehend its terms,| ¢] necessarily seen. Strictly, 
it cannot be said, that any intuitive truth is zzzate. The power 
of perceiving it is innate. The explanation of the case of New- 
ton and of similiar ones, is easy: To his vigorous mind, the 
step from an intuitive premise toa near conclusion,was so prompt 
and easy as to attract no attention. Yet, the step was taken. 
When Dr. Hodge calls men’s knowledge that there is a God “zn- 
nate,” i. e., ‘intuitive,’ his mistake is in confounding a single, 
short, clear step of deduction, made by common sense, with an 
intuition. He, very properly, exalts the ethical evidence into 
the chief place. Butthe amount of it is this: ‘The senti- 
ment of responsibility (which is immediate) is intuitive.” This 
implies an Obligator. True. But what is the evolution of this 
implication, save (ashort, easy, and obvious step of) reasoning ? 
Divines and Christian philosophers, in the attempt to ex- 
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piain the belief ina God, which all men have, as a rational pro- 
cess, have resolved it into the one or the other of two modes 
of argument, the a priori and a posteriori. The latter infers a 
God by reasoning backwards from effects to cause. The for- 
mer should accordingly mean reasoning downwards from cause 
to effect; the meaning attached to the phrase by Aristotle and 
his followers. Butnow the term a priovi reasoning is used, in 
this connection, to denote a conclusion gained without the aid of 
experience, from the primary judgments, and especially, the at- 
tempt to infer the truth of a notion, directly from its nature or 
condition in the mind. 
It appears to be common among recent writers (as Dick, 
A Priori Argument, Chalmers’ Natural Theology), to charge Dr, 
What, and by Whom Samuel Clarke as the chief asserter of the 
Ries @ priori argument among Englishmen, This 
is erroneous. It may be more correctly said to have been 
first intimated by Epicurus (whose atomic theory excluded 
the a posteviovi argument;) as appears from a curious passage 
in Cicevo, de natura Deorum, Lib. I. c. 16. It was more ac- 
curately stated by the celebrated Des Cartes in his meditations ; 
and naturalized to the English mind rather by Bishop Stilling- 
fleet than by Dr. Clarke. The student may find a very dis- 
tinct statement of it in the Origines Sacre ofthe former, book 
III, chapter 1, § 14: while Dr. Clarke, § 8 of his Discourse, 
expressly says that the personal intelligence of God must be 
proved a posteriori, and not apriort. But Des Cartes having 
founded his psychology on the two positions: Ist. Cogito; ergo 
sum ; and 2nd. The &go is spirit, not matter; proceeds to ask: 
Among all the ideas in the consciousness, how shall the true 
be distinguished from the false, seeing all are obviously not 
consistent? As to primary ideas, his answer is; by the clear- 
ness with which they commend themselves to our conscious- 
ness as immediate truths. Now, among our ideas, no other 
is so clear and unique as that of a first Cause, eternal and in- 
finite. Hence we may immediately accept it as consciously 
true. Moreover, that we have this idea of a God, proves there 
must be a God; because were there none, the rise of His idea 
in our thought could not be accounted for; just as the idea of 
triangles implies the existence of some triangle. Now the a 
priori argument of Stillingfleet is but a specific application of 
Des Cartes’ method. We find, says he, that in thinking of a 
God we. must think Him as eternal, self-existent, and neces- 
sarily existent. But since we indisputably do think a God, it is 
impossible but that God is. Since necessary existence is una- 
voidably involved in our idea of a God, therefore His existence 
must necessarily be granted. . 
Now surely this process is not necessarily inconclusive, 
because it is a priori; there are processes, 


fect. . . : i 
tS in which we validly determine the truth 
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af a notion by simple inspection of its contents and con- 
ditions. But the defect of Stillingfleet’s reasoning is, that 
it does not give the correct account of our thought. If 
the student will inspect the two propositions, which form 
an enthymeme, he will see that the conclusion depends on 
this assumption, as its major premise: That we can have no 
idea in our consciousness, for which there is not an answering 
objective reality. (This is, obviously, the assumed major ; be- 
cause without it the ethymeme can only contain the conclusion, 
that God, if there is one, necessarily exists.) But that major 
premise is, notoriously, not universally true. 

Now, instead of saying that Dr. Clarke’s method, in 
the Discourse of the Being, &c., of God, 
is the @ priori, it is: more correct to say 
(with Hamilton’s Reid) that it is an @ fos- 
feriort argument, or with Kant, Cosmological, inferring the 
existence of God from His effects; but disfigured at one 
or two points by useless Cartesian elements. His first posi- 
tion is: Since something now exists, something has existed 
from eternity. This, you will find, is the starting point of 
the argument, with all reasoners; and it is: solid. For, if 
at any time in the past eternity, there had been absolute- 
fy nothing, since nothing cannot be a cause of existence, 
time and space must have remained forever blank of existence. 
Hence, 2d., argues Dr. Clarke: there has been, from eternity, 
some immutable and independent Being: because an eternal 
succession of dependent beings, without independent first cause, 
isimpossible. 3d. This Being, as independent eternally, must 
be self-existent, that is, necessarily existing. For its eternal in- 
dependence shows that the spring, or causative source of its ex- 
istence, could not be outside of itself; itis therefore within itself 
forever. But the only true idea of such self-existence is, that the 
idea ofits non-existence would be an express contradiction. And 
here, Dr. Clarke very needlessly adds : our notion that the ex- 
istence is necessary, proves that it cannot but exist. He reasons 
also: ourconceptions of infinite time and infinite space are nec- 
essary: we cannot but think them. But they are not substance: 
they are only modes of substance. Unless some substance ex- 
ists of which they are modes, they cannot exist, and so, would 
notbe thought. Hence, there must be an infinite and eternal 
substance. 4th. The substance of this Being isnot comprehens- 
ible by us: but this does not make the evidence of its existence 
less certain. For, 5th. Several of its attributes are demon- 
strable; as that it must be, 6th, Infinite and omnipresent; 7th, 
that it must be One, and Sth, that it must be intelligent and 
free, &c. The conclusion is, thatthis Being must be Creator and 
God, unless the universe can itself fulfil the conditions of eterni- 
ty, necessary self-existence, infinitude, and intelligence and free 
choice. Thisis Pantheism: which he shows cannot be true. 


Argument of Dr. S. 
Clarke. 
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On his argument as a whole, I remark, that it is in the 
main valid, because it is in the main a 
' Valid, because a pos- posteriori: it appeals to the intuitive judg- 
erlori. 
ment of cause, to infer from finite effects 
an infinite first cause. The Cartesian features attached to the 3d 
proposition are an excrescence; but we may remove them, and 
leave the chain adamantine. We will prune them away, not for 
the reasons urged by Dr. Chalmers, which are in several partic- 
ulars as invalid as Dr. Clarke; but forthe reason already ex- 
piained on pages 8 and g. T only add, it seems to argue that time 
and space can only be conceived by us as modes of 
substance; and therefore infinite and eternal substance must ex- 
rst. The truth hereis: that.we cannot conceive of finite sub- 
stance or events, without placing it in time and space; a differ- 
ent proposition from Dr. Clarke’s. 
I think we have the metaphysical argument for the 
being of a God, stated in a method free 
from these objections, by the. great Puri- 
tan divine, John Howe. He flourished about 
7650, A. D., and prior to Dr. Clarke. See his Living Tem- 
ale, chapter Il. He begins. thus: 1. Since we. now: exist, 
something has existed from eternity. 2. Hence, at least, 
some uncaused Being, forthe eternal has nothing prior to it. 3. 
Hence some independent Being: 4. Hence that Being exists 
necessarily; for its independent, eternal, inward spring of exis- 
tence cannot be conceived as possibly at any time inoperative. 
5. This Being must be self-active; active, because, if other beings 
did not spring from its action, they must all be eternal, and so 
independent, and necessary, which things are impossible for be- 
ings various:y organized and changeable ; and self-active,because 
in seternity nothing was before Him to prompt His action. 6. 
This Being is living ; for self-prompted activity is our very idea 
of life. 7. He is of boundless intelligence, power, freedom, &c. 
This argument is in all parts well knit. But it is ob- 
viously a posteriori, for all depends from 
a simple deduction, from a universe of 
effects, back to stheir, cause; andivin athe 
same way are inferred the properties of that cause. The 
only place where the argument needs completion, is at the 
fifth step. So far forth, the proof is perfect, that some eter- 
nal, uncaused, necessary Being exists. But how do we prove 
that thisOne created ailother Beings? The answer is: these 
others must all be either eternal or temporal. May it be,all are eter- 
nal and one? then allare uncaused, independent, self-existent, 
and necessary. This, we shall see, is Pantheism. If the rest 
are temporal, then they were all caused, butby what? Either by 
the one uncaused, eternal Being; or by other similar temporal be- 
ings generating them. But the latter is the theory of an infinite, 
independent series of finite organisms, each one dependent. 
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When, therefore, we shall have stopped these two breaches, by 
refuting Pantheism and the hypothesis of infinite series, the de- 
monstration will be perfect. : 

Kant has selected this cosmological argument, as one 
of his “antinomies,”’ illustrating the inval- 
idity of the @ priori reason, when applied 
to empirical things. His objection to its validity seems to 
amount to this: That the proposition ‘Nothing can exist with- 
out a cause out of itself,” cannot be absolute: For if it were, 
then a cause must be assigned for the First Cause himself. 

* But let us give the intuition in more accurate form: “ Noth- 
ing can begin to exist, without a cause out of itself.” Kant's 
cavil has now disappeared, as a moment’s consideration will 
show. The necessary step of the reason from the created things 
up to a creator, is now correctly explained. “ Every effect must 
havea cause.” True. Aneffectisan existence or phenomenon 
which has a beginning. Such, obviously, is each created thing. 
Hence, it must have proceeded from a cause which had no _ be- 
ginning, i. e.,a God. Moreover: I cannot too early utter my 
protest against Kant’s theory, that our regulative, intuitive prin- 
ciples of reason are merely suggestive, (while imperative,) and 
have no objective validity. Were this true, our whole intelli- 
gence would be a delusion. On the other hand, every law of 
thought is also a law of existence and of reality. Knowledge 
of this fact is original with every mind when it begins to think, 
is as intuitive as any other principle of the reason, and is an ab- 
solutely necessary condition of all other knowledge. Moreover: 
the whole train of man’s a posteriori knowledge isa continual 
demonstration of this principle, proving its trustworthiness by, 
the perfect correspondence between our subjective intuitions and 
empirical truths. 

Now Platonism held that all substance is uncaused and 
eternal, as to its being. All finite, ration- 
al spirits, said this theology, are emana- 
tions of To “ON, the eternal intelligence; and all matter 
has been from eternity, as inert, passive chaotic “)/7.  Pla- 
tonism referred all organization, all fashioning (the only 
creation it admitted), all change, however either directly or 
indirectly, to the intelligent First Cause. This scheme does 
not seem very easily refuted by natural reason. Let it 
be urged that the very notion of the First Cause implies its 
singlenéss; and, more solidly, that the unity of plan and work- 
ing seen in nature, points to only one, single, ultimate cause ; Plato 
could reply that he made only one First Cause, To “UN, for 
Ay is inert, and only the recipient of causation. Let that rule 
be urged, which Hamilton calls his ‘law of parcimony,’ that 
hypotheses must include nothing more than is necessary to ac- 
count for effects: Plato could say :No: the reason as much 
demands the supposition of a material pre-existing, as of an 


Cavil of Kant. 
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almighty Workman; for even omnipotence cannot work, with 
nothing to workon. Indeed,so far as I know,all human systems, 
Plato’s, Epicurus, Zeno’s, Pythagoras,’ the Peripatetic, had this 
common feature ; that itis self-evident, substance cannot rise out 
of nihil into esse; that ex nithilo nihil fit. And we shall see how 
obstinate is the tendency of philosophy to relapse to this maxim, 
in the instances of Spinoza’s Pantheism, and Kant’s and Hamil- 
ton’s theory of causation. Indeed it may be doubted whether 
the human mind, unaided by revelation, would ever have ad- 
vanced farther than this. It was from an accurate knowledge 
of the history of philosophy, that the apostle declared, (He- 
brews Xi: 3,) the doctrine of an almighty creation out of nothing 
is one of pure faith. 

Dr. Clarke, as you saw, does indeed attempt a rational ar- 

Can the Platonic gument that the eternity of matter is impos- 
Doctrine ofthe Hien: sible? Phe eternal, must’ * ber negessan = 
ty of all Substances be hence an eternal cause must necessarily be. 
Refuted by Reason? S, that which can possibly be thought as ex- 
isting and yet not necessary, cannotbeeternal. Such is his logic. 
I think inspection will show you a double defect. The first 
enthymeme, as we saw(p. 8) is not conclusive ; and the second, 
even if the first were true, would be only inferring the converse ; 
which is not necessarily conclusive. 

Howe states a more plausible argument, at which Dr. Clarke 
also glances. Were matter eternal, it must needs be necessary. 
But then it must be ubiquitous, homogeneous, immutable, like 
God’s substance ; because this inward eternal necessity of being 
cannot but act always and everywhere alike. Whereas, we see 
smatter diverse, changing and only in parts of space. JI doubt 
whether this is solid; or whether from the mere postulate of nec- 
essary existence, we can infer anything more than Spinoza does: 
that eternal matter can possibly exist in no other organisms and 
sequences of change, than those in which it actually exists. Our 
surest refutation of this feature of Platonism is God’s word. This 
heathen theology is certainly nearest of any to the Christian, here, 
and less repugnant than any other to the human reason and 
God’s honor. 

Dr.R. J. Breckinridge, (vol. I, p. 56. &c,) constructs what he 
assures us is an argument of his own, for the 
being of a God. A brief inspection of it will 
illustrate the subject. 1. Because something now is—at least 
the mind that reasons—therefore something eternal is. 2. All 
known substance is matter or spirit. 3. Hence only three possi- 
ble alternatives; either, (a.) some matter is eternal; and the 
source of all spirit and all other matter, Or, (b.) some being. 
composed of matter and spirit is the eternal one, and the source 
of all other matter and spirit. Or, (c.) some spirit is eternal, and 
produced all other spirit and matter. The third hypothesis 
must be the true one: not the second because we are matter. 


Dr. Breckinridge. 
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and spirit combined, and, consciously, cannot create; and more- 
over the first’ Cause must be single. Not the first, because mat- 
ter is inferior to mind; and the inferior does not produce the 
superior. 

The objections to this structure begin at the second part, 
where the author leaves the established forms 
of Howe and Clarke. First: the argument 
cannot apply, in the mind of a pure idealist, or of a materialist. 
Second: it is net rigidly demonstrated that there can be no 
substance but matter and spirit; all that can be done is to say, 
negatively, that no other is known to us’ Third: the three 
alternative propositions do not exhaust the case; the Pantheist 
and the Peripatetic, of eternal organization, show us that others 
are conceivable, as obviously does the Platonic. Fourth: that 
we, combined of matter and spirit, consciously cannot create, is 
short of proof that some higher being, thus constituted, cannot. 
Christ could create, if He pleased; He is thus constituted. Last: 
it is unfortunate that an argument, which aims to be so experi- 
mental, should have the analogy of our natural experience so 
much against it. For we only witness human spirits producing 
effects, when incorporate. As soon as they are disembodied, 
(at death,) they totally cease to be observed causes of any effects. 

The teleological argument for the being and attributes of a 
God has been so well stated by Paley, in his 
Natural Theology, that though as old as Job 
and Socrates, it is usually mentioned as Paley’s 
argument. I refer you especially to his first three chapters. 
Beginning from the instance of a peasant finding a watch ona 
common, and although not knowing how it came there, conclud- 
ing that some intelligent agent constructed it; he applies the 
same argument, with great beauty and power, to show that man 
and the universe have a Maker. For we see everywhere intelli- 
gent arrangement; as the eve for seeing, the ear for hearing, 
&c., &c. Nor is the peasant’s reasoning to a watchmaker 
weakened, because he never saw one at work, or even heard of 
one; nor because a part of the structure is not understood; nor 
because some of the adjustments are seen to be imperfect; nor, 
if you showed the peasant, in the watch, a set of wheels for 
reproducing its kind, would he be satisfied that there was no 
watchmaker: for he would see that this reproductive mechanism 
could not produce the intelligent arrangements. Nor would he 
be satisfied with a “law of nature,” or a “physical principle of 
order,” as the sole cause. 

It is a fact, somewhat curious, that the metaphysical and the 
teleological arguments have each had their ex- 
clusive advocates in modern times. The ap- 
plauders of Paley join Dr. Thomas Brown in 
scouting the former as shadowy and inconclusive. The supporters 
of the metaphysical divines depreciate Paley, as leading us to noth- 


Its defects. 
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ing above a mere Demiurgus. In truth, both lines 9f reasoning 
are valid; and each needs the other. Dr. Brown, for instance, in 
carrying Paley’s argument to its higher conclusions, must tacitly 
borrow some of the very metaphysics which he professes to dis- 
dain. Otherwise it remains incomplete,and leads to no more thana 
sort of drtifex Mundi, whose existence runs back merely to a date 
prior to human experience, and whose being,power and wisdom 
are demonstrated to extend only as far as man’s inquiries have 
gone. But that He is eternal,immutable, independent, immense, 
infinite in power or wisdom; it can never assure us. True, in 
viewing the argument, your mind did leap to the conclusion that 
the artificer of nature’s contrivances is the Being of ‘ eternal 
power and godhead,”’ but it was only because you passed,almost 
unconsciously, perhaps, through that metaphysical deduction, of 
which Howe gives us the exact description. Howe's is the com- 
prehensive, Paley’s the partial (but very lucid) display of the a 
posteriori argument. Paley’s premise; that every contrivance 
must have an intelligent contriver, is but an instance under the 
more general one, that every effect must have a cause. The in- 
adequacy of Paley’s argument may be illustrated in this: that 
he seems to think the peasant’s discovery of a stone, instead ofa 
watch, could not have led his mind to the same conclusion, 
whereas a pebble as really, though not so impressively, suggests 
a cause,as anorganized thing. For even the pebble should make 
us think either that itis such as can have the ground of its ex- 
istence in its present form in itself; and so, can be eternal, self- 
existent, and necessary ; or else, that it had a Producer, who does 
possess these attributes. 

But, on the other hand, this argument from contrivance has 
great value, for these reasons. It is plain and 
popular. It enables us to evince the unity 
of the first cause through the unity of purpose and convergence 
of the consequences of creation. It aids us in showing the per- 
sonality of God, as a being of intelligence and will; and it greatly 
strengthens the assault we shall be enabled to make on Panthe- 
ism, by showing, unless there is a personal and divine first Cause 
prior to the universe, this must itself be, not only uncaused, 
eternal, independent, necessarily existent, but endued with 
intelligence. | 


Its value. 
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1. Show in a few instances how the Argument from Design is drawn from Ani- 
mal Organisms, from Man’s Mental and Emotional Structure, and from the Adaptation 
of Matter to our Mental Faculties. 

See Paley, Nat. Theol. bk. iv, ch. iii, 16. Chalmers’ Nat. Theol. bk. iv, ch. 
i, 2- 

2. oe the being of God be argued from the existence of Conscience? 
Turrettin, Loc. ili, Qu. I, 314 15.*_ Hodge, Syst. Theol. parti, cn ii, 35. Alex- 
ander’s Moral Science, ch. xii. Chalmers’ Nat. Theol. bk. iii. ch. 2. Charnock 
Attributes, Discourse i, 93. Kant, Critique of the Practical Reason. Thorn- 
well, Lect. ii. 

3. What the value of the Argument from the Covsensus Populorum? 
Turrettin, Loc. ili, Qu. i, 216-18. Dick, Lect. xvii. Cicero de Nat. Deorum, 
lib. i. Charnock, Discourse i, 21 

4. Refute the evasion of Hume: That the Universe is a Singular Effect. 
Alexander’s Moral Science, ch. xxvii. Chalmer’s Nat. Theol. bk. i, ch. 4. 
Watson’s Theo. Institutes, pt ii, ch.i. Hodge, pt. i, ch. il. 24. Reign of Law, 
Duke of Argyle, ch. iii. 

. Can the Universe be accounted for without a Creator, as an infinite series of 
Temporal Effects? 
Alexander’s Moral Science, ch. xxvili. Turrettin, as above, 36-7. Dr. 
S. Clarke’s Discourse 32. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, Ist Antinomy. 

6. Refute the Pantheistic Scheme of the Universe. 

Thornwell, Lect ix. Alex. Moral Science, ch. xxviii. Dr S. Clarke’s Dis- 
course, &c. 3 3, 7, 9, &c. Chalmers’ Nat Theol, bk i, ch v. Hodge, pt. i, 
ch. iii 5, Thornwell, ‘‘Personality of God,”’ in Works, vol. i, p. 490. 


O resume: A single instance of intelligent contrivance 

in the works of creation would prove an intelligent Cre- 
ator. Yet, it is well to multiply these proofs, 
even largely: for they give us then a wider 
foundation of deduction, stronger views of 
the extent of the creative wisdom and power; and better evi- 
dence of God’s unity. 

Hence, as instances, showing how the argument is con- 
structed: If the design is to produce the 
physical part of the sensation of vision; the 
eye is obviously an optical instrument, con- 
trived with lenses to refract, expedients for obtaining an 
achromatic spectrum, adjustments for distance and quantity 
of light, and protection of the eye, by situation, bony socket, 
brow, lids, lubricating fluids; and in birds, the nictitating 
membrane. Different creatures also have eyes adapted to 
their lives and media of vision; as birds, cats, owls, fishes. 
So, the ear is an auditory apparatus, with a concha to con- 
verge the sound-waves, a tube, a tympanum to transmit vi- 
bration, the three bones (malleus, stipes and tnucus) in instable 
equilibrium, to convey it to the sensorium, &c. 

The world of spirit is just as full of evident contrivan- 

ie ces. See (e. g.) the laws of habit and im- 
SANE SS Sneepiags itation, exactly adjusted to educate and to 
form the character; and the faculties of 


1. Instances of Con- 
trivance to an End. 


From Organs of An- 
imals. 
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‘memory, association, taste, &c. The evidences of contrivance 
are, if possible, still more beautiful in our emotional structure; 
e.g. in the instincts of parental love, sympathy, resentment and 
its natural limits, sexual love, and its natural check, modesty ; 
and above all, conscience, with its self-approval and remorse. 
‘All these are adjusted to obvious ends. 

We see marks of more recondite design, in the natural 

compensation for necessary defects. The 
S elephant’s short neck is made up by a lithe 
proboscis. Birds’ heads cannot carry teeth: 
but they have a gizzard. Insects with fixed heads, have a num- 
ber of eyes to see around them. Brutes have less reason, but 
more instinct; &c., &c. 
The adaptations of one department of nature to another 
show at once contrivance, selecting will and 
In Adaptations. unity of mind. Thus, the smedza and the 
organs of senSe are made for each other. 
The forms and colours of natural objects are so related to 
taste; the degree of fertility imparted to the earth, to man’s 
necessity for labour; the stability of physical law, to the 
necessary judgments of the reason thereabout. So all na- 
ture, material and spiritual, animal, vegetable, inorganic, on 
our planet, in the starry skies, are full of wise contrivance. 

The moral phenomena of conscience present a twofold 
evidence for the being of a God, worthy 
of fuller illustration than space allows. This 
faculty is a most ingenious spiritual con- 
trivance, adjusted to a beneficent end: viz., the promotion 
of virtuous acts, and repression of wicked. As such, it 
proves a contriver, just as any organic adjustment does. 
But second: we shall find, later in the course, that our 
moral judgments are intuitive, primitive, and necessary; the 
most inevitable functions of the reason. Now, the idea of 
our acts which have rightness, is unavoidably attended 
with the judgment that they are obligatory. Obligation must 
imply an obliger. This is not always any known creature: 
hence, the Creator. Again, our conscience of wrong-doing 
unavoidably suggests fear; but fear implies an avenger. The 
secret sinner, the imperial sinner above all creature-power, shares 
this dread. Now, one may object, that this process is not valid, 
unless we hold God’s mere will the sole source of moral distinc- 
tions: which we do not teach, since an atheist is reasonably 
compelled to hold them. But the objection is not just. The 
primitive law of the reason must be accepted as valid to us, 
whatever its source. For parallel: The intuitive belief in causa- 
tion is found on inspection, to contain the proposition, ‘There is 
a first Cause.’ But in order for the validity of this proposition, 
it is not necessary for us to say that this intuition is God’s 
arbitrary implantation It is intrinsically true to the nature of 


In Compensatin 
Arrangements. 


Argument from Con- 
science. 
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things; and the argument to a first Cause therefore only the more 
valid. 

This moral argument to the being of a God, as it is imme- 
diate and strictly logical, is doubtless far the most practical. Its 
force is seen in this, that theoretical atheists, in danger and death, 
usually at the awakening of remorse, acknowledge God. 

You find the argument from the Consensus Populorum, 
much elaborated by your authorities. I con- 
clude that it gives a strong probable evidence 
for the being of a God, thus: The truth is 
abstract; its belief would not have been so nearly universal, nor 
so obviously essential to man’s social existence, did not a valid 
ground for it exist in man’s laws of thought. For it can be ac-- 
counted for neither by fear, policy, nor self-interest. 

From the affirmative argument, we return to evasions. 

4. Objected, that An objection is urged, that the argument 
Contrivance betrays from design, if valid, proves only a> crea- 
Tomita tor of limited powers. For contrivance is 
the expedient of weakness. E. g. one constructs a derrick, 
because he is too weak to lift the mass as a Samson. If the 
Creator has eternal power and godhead, why did He not go 
straight to His ends, without means, as in Ps. 33:9? I answer, 
design proves a designer, though in part unintelligible. 2nd. 
It would not be unworthy of the Almighty to choose this man- 
ner of working, in order to leave His signature on it for man to 
read. 3d. Chiefly: Had God employed no means to ends, he 
must have remained the only agent; there would have been no 
organized nature; but only the one supernatural agent. 

Hume strives to undermine the argument from the creation 

Hume Objects that to a Creator, by urging that, since only expe- 
the Worldisa Singular rience teaches us the uniformity of the tie 
Effect. between effect and cause, it is unwarranted 
to apply it farther than experience goes with us. But no. one 
has had any experience of a world-maker, as we have of making 
implements inthe arts. The universe, if an effect at all, is one 
wholly singular: the only one anybody has known, and from the 
earliest human experience, substantially as it is now. Hence 
the empirical induction to its first Cause is unauthorized. 

Note first: this is from the same mint with his argument 
against miracles. Creation is simply the first 
miracle; the same objection is in substance 
brought; viz: no testimony can be weighty 
enough to prove, against universal experience, that a miracle has 
occured. Next, Dr. Alexander, to rebut, resorts to an illustra- 
tion; a country boy who had seen only ploughs and horse-carts, 
is shown a steam-frigate ; yet he immediately infers a mechan- 
ic for it. The fact will be so; but it will not give us the 
whole analysis. True, the frigate is greatly larger and more 
complicated than a horse cart; (as the universe is than any 

a2 
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human machine). But still, Hume might urge that the boy 
would see a thousand empirical marks, cognizable to his ex- 
periences, (timber with marks of the plane on it, as on his 
plough-beam, the cable as evidently twisted of hemp, as 
his plough-lines; the huge anchor with as evident dints of 
the hammer, as his plough-share,) which taught him that the 
wonderful ship was also a produced mechanism. Astonish- 
ing as it is to him, compared with the plough, it is experiment- 
ally seen to be not natural, like the universe, 

Chalmers, in a chapter full of contradictions, seems to 
grant that experience alone teaches us the 
law of causation, and asserts that still the 
‘universe is not “a singular effect.” To show this, he sup- 
poses, with Paley, the peasant from a watch inferring a 
watch-maker: and then by a series of abstractions, he shows 
that the logical basis of the ,inference is not anything pe- 
culiar to that watch, as that it is a gold, or a silver, a 
large, a small, or a good watch, or a machine to measure 
time at all; but simply the fact that it is a manifest contrivance 
foranend. The effect then, is nolonger singular; yet the infer- 
ence to some adequate agent holds. ‘To this ingenious process, 
Hume would object that it is experience alone which guides in 
making those successive abstractions, by which we separate the 
accidental from the essential effect and cause. This, Chalmers 
himself admits. Hence, as we have no experience of world-mak- 
ing, no such abstraction is here allowable, to reduce the world 
to the class of common effects. Besides; has Hume admitted 
that it is an effect at all? In fine, he might urge this difference, 
that the world is native, while the watch, the plough, the ship 
bears, to the most unsophisticated observer, empirical marks of 
being made, and not native. 

Let us not then refute Hume from his own premises; 
for they’ are ‘false: "It “1s “not expemence 
which teaches us that every effect has its 
cause, but the @ prtovt reason. (This Chal- 
mers first asserts, and then unwisely surrenders.) Neither 
child nor man believes that maxim to be true in the hundredth 
case, because he has experienced its truth in ninty-nine; he 
instinctively believed it in the first case. It is nota true canon 
of inductive logic, that the tie of cause and effect can be asserted 
only so far as experience proves its presence. If it were, would 
induction ever teach us anything we did not know before ? Would 
there be any inductive science ? Away with the nonsense! Grant 
that the world is a “singular effect.” It is a phenomenon, it. 
sould not be without a cause ofits being, either extrinsic, or in- 
trinsic. And this we know, not by experience, but by one of 
those primitive judgments of the reason, which alone make 
experience intelligible and valid. 


Chalmers’ Answer. 


True Answer. 
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But may not this universe have the ground ‘of its being in 
Can the Present Uni. itself? This is another evasion of the athe- 
verse be the result of ists. Grant, they say, that nothing cannot 
an Infinite Series of produce something. Theists go outside the 
Organisms ? . . f 
universe to seek its cause; and when they sup- 
pose they have found it in a God, they are unavoidably driven to 
represent Him as uncaused from without,eternal, self-existent,and 
necessary. Now itis a simpler hpyothesis, just to suppose that 
the universe which we see, is the uncaused, eternal, scif-existent, 
necessary Being. Why may we not adoptit? Seeing we must 
run back to the mystery of some uncaused, eternal being, why 
may we not accept the obvious teaching of nature and experience 
and conclude that this is it? Since the organisms which adorn 
this universe are all temporal, and since the earth and other stars 
move-in temporal cycles, we shall then have to suppose that the 
infinite past eternity, through which this self-existent universe has 
existed, was made up of an infinite succession of these organisms 
and cycles, each previous one producing the next: as the infi- 
nite future eternity which will be. But what is absurd in such 
a hypothesis? | 
Now I will not reply, with Dr. Clarke and others, that if the 
universe is eternal, it must be necessary; and 
this necessity must make its substance homo- 
geneous and unchangeable throughout infinite 
time and space. It might be plausibly retorted, that this ten- 
dency to regular, finite organisms, which we see, was the very 
necessity of nature inherent in matter: Nor does it seem 
to me solid to say, with Robert Hall in his sermon, Tur- 
rettin, and others, that an eternal series of finite durations 
is impossible; because if each particular part had a begin- 
ning, while the series had none, we should have the series 
existing before its first member; the chain stretching far- 
ther back than its farthest link. The very supposition was, 
that the series had no first member. Is a past eternity any 
more impossible to be made up of the addition of an in- 
finite number of finite parts, than an abstract infinite future? 
Surely not. Now there is to be just such an infinite future: 
namely, your and my immortality, which, although it may not 
be measured by solar days and years, will undoubtedly be 
composed of parts of successive time infinitely multiplied. But 
to this future eternity, it would be exactly parallel to object, that 
we make each link init have an end, while the whole is endless ; 
which would involve the same absurdity, of a chain extended 
forward after the last link was ended. The answer again is: 
that according to the supposition, there is no last link, the num- 
ber thereof being infinite. In a word, what mathematician does 
not know that infinitude may be generated by the addition of 
finites repeated an infinite number of times ? 
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Turrettin,, among many ingenious arguments, advances 
Turrettin’s Argu- another which seems more respectable. It is 
ment from UnequalIn- in substance this: If this universe has no 
HBELeR Creator, then its past duration must bea proper 
and absolute infinity. But created things move or succeed each 
other in finite times. See, for instance, the heavenly bodies: 
The sun revolves on its axis daily; around its orbit, annually. 
If this state of things has been eternal, there must have been 
an infinite number of days, and also an infinite number of years. 
But since it requires three hundred and sixty-five days toa year, 
we have here two temporal infinities, both proper and absolute, 
yet one three hundred and sixty-five times as large as the other! 
Now, the mathematicians tell us, that proper infinities may be 
unequal; that an infinite plane, for instance, may be conceived 
as constituted of infinite straight lines infinitely numerous; and an . 
infinite solid, of an infinite number of such planes, superposed 
the one on the other. But it is at least questionable, whether 
the evasion is valid against Turrettin’s argument. For these 
differing infinities are in different dimensions. of length, breadth 
and thickness. Can there be, in the same dimension, two lines, 
each infinite in length, and yet the one three hundred and sixty- 
five as great as the other, in length? 

Turrettin attempts to reply to the answer drawn from the 
eternity @ parte post, against the metaphysical argument. The 
atheist asks us: Since (as theists say) a finite soul is to be 
immortal, there will be a specimen of a temporal infinity formed 
of finite times infinitely repeated: Why may there not have 
been a similar infinite duration a parte ante? Because, says our 
Text-book: That which was, but is past, cannot be fairlv com- 
pared with a future which will never be past. Again: a thing 
destined never to end may have a beginning; but it is impossible 
to believe that a thing which actually has ended, never had a be- 
ginning. Because, the fact that the thing came to an end proves 
that its cause was outside of itself. The last remark introduces 
us to a solid argument, and it is solid, because it brings us out 
of the shadowy region of infinity to the solid ground of causa- 
tion. Itis but another way of stating the grand, the unan- 
swerable refutation of this atheistic theory: a series composed 
only of contingent parts must be, as a whole, contingent. But 
the contingent cannot be eternal, because it is not self-existent. 
This argument is explicated in the following points:.: 

(1.) Take any line of generative organisms, for instance: 
(oak trees bearing acorns, and those acorns rearing oaks, e. g.) 
the being of each individual in the series demands an adequate 
cause.. When we push the inquiry back one step, and ask the 
cause of the parent which (seemingly) caused it, we find 
precisely the same difficulty unanswered. Whatever distance 
we run back along the line, we clearly see no approach is*made 
towards finding the adequate cause of the series, or of the 
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earliest individual considered. Hence it is wholly unreasonable 
to suppose that the introduction of infinitude into the series 
helps to give us an adequate cause. We only impose on our- 
selves with an undefined idea. Paley’s illustration here is as 
just as beautiful. Two straight parallel lines pursued, ever so 
far, make no approximation; they will never meet, though infi- 
nitely extended. 

(2.) An adequate cause existing at the time the phenomenon 
arises, must be assigned for every effect. For a cause not 
present at the rise of the effect,is no cause. Now then; when 
a given oak was sprouted, all the previous oaks and acorns of its 
line, save one or two, had perished. Was this acorn, even with 
its parent oak, the adequate cause of the whole structure of the 
young tree, including the ingenious contrivances thereof? Surely 
not. Butthe previous dead oaks and acorns are no cause; for 
they are not there. An absent cause is no cause. The origi- 
nal cause of this oak is not in the series at all. 

(3.) Even if we permit ourselves to be dazzled with the 
notion that somehow the infinitude of the series can account for 
its self-productive power; this maxim is obvious: that in a 
series of transmitted causes, the whole power of the cause must 
be successively in each member of the series. For each one 
could only transmit what power it received from its immediate 
predecessor; and if at any stage, any portion of the causative 
power were lost, all subsequent stages must be without it. 
But evidently no one generation of acorns ever had power or 
intelligence to create the subtle contrivances of vegetable life 
in their progeny; and to suppose that all did, is but ee 
the absurdity. 

(4) This question should be treated according © the 
atheist’s point of view, scientifically: Science always accepts 
testimony in preference to hypothesis. Now there is a testi- 
mony, that of the Mosaic Scripture, as supported by universal 
tradition, which says that all series of organisms began in the 
creative act of an intelligent first Cause. The atheist may 
object, that men, as creatures themselves, have no right of their 
own knowledge, to utter such traditionary testimony; for they 
could not be present before the organisms existed to witness 
how-they were brought into existence. The only pretext for 
such tradition would be that some prior superhuman Being, who 
did witness man’s production, revealed to him how he was 
produced: but whether any such prior Being existed, is the 
very thing in debate, and so may not be taken for granted. 

True; but the existence of the testimony must be granted ; 
for it is a fact that it exists, and it must be accounted for. And 
the question is, whether the only good account is not, that the 
universe did have an intelligent Cause, and that this Cause taught 
primeval man whence he originated. Otherwise, not only is the 
universe left unaccounted for, but the universal tradition. 
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(5) Science exalts experience above hypothesis even more 
than testimony. Now, the whole state of the world bears the 
appearance of recency. The recent discovery of new conti- 
nents, the great progress of new arts since the historic era began, 
and the partial population of the earth by man, all belie the 
eternity of the human race. But stronger still, geology proves 
the creation, in time, of race after race of animals, and the 
comparatively recent origin of man, by her fossil records. These 
show the absolute beginning of gezera. And the attempt to 
account for them by the development theory (Chambers or 
Darwin) is utterly repudiated by even the better irreligious phil- 
osophers; for if there is anything that Natural History has 
established, it is that organic life is separated from inorganic 
forces, mechanical, chemical, electrical or other, by inexorable 
bounds; and that eexera may begin or end, but never transmute 
themselves into other genera. 

As I pointed out, there are but two hypotheses by which 
the demonstration of an eternal, intelligent, 
personal first Cause can be evaded. The one 
has just been discussed; the other is the pantheistic. No sepa- 
rate first Cause of the universe need be assigned, it says, because 
the universe is God. The first Cause and the whole creation 
are supposed to be one substance, world-god, possessing all the 
attributes of both. As extremes often meet, pantheism leads 
to the same practical results with atheism. Aristotle, perhaps 
the most sagacious of pagan thinkers, was willing to postulate 
the eternity, a parte ante, of the series of organisms. But he, 
none the less, taught the existence of a God who, though in a 
sense, an Anima Mundt, was yet an intelligent and active infinite 
Cause. Hence: 

The ancient form of pantheism, probably peripatetic in its 
source, admitted that matter, dead, senseless, 
divisible, cannot be the proper seat of intelli- 
gence and choice, which are indivisible; and 
that the universe is full of marks of intelligent design, so that 
an Anima Mundi, an intelligent Principle, must be admitted in 
the universe. Yes, I reply, it must, andthat personal. Because 
it obviously has intelligence, choice, and will; and how can per- 
sonality be better defined? Nor can it inhabit the universe as 
a soul its body, not being limited to it in time or space, nor bearing 
that relationto it. Not in time; because, being eternal, it existed 
a whole past eternity before it; for we have proved the latter tem- 
poral. Notin space; for we haye seen this Intelligence eternal 
ages not holding its ~dz in space by means of body ; and there is 
not a single reason for supposing that it is now limited to the 
part of space which bodies occupy. It is not connected with 
matter by any tie of animality; because immensely the larger 
part of matter is inanimate. 
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Modern pantheism appears either in the hypothesis of Spi- 
noza, the Jew, or in that of the later German 
idealists. Both see that even the material 
universe teems with intelligent contrivances: 
and more, that the nobler part, that known by consciousness, 
and so, most immediately known, is a world of thought and 
feeling in human breasts. Hence intelligence and will must be 
accounted for, as well as matter. Now, Spinoza’s first position 
is: [here can be no real substance, except it be self-existent, 
and so, eternal. That is: it is incredible that any true sub- 
stance can pass from zzhz/ into esse. 2d. All the self-existent 
must be one; this is unavoidable from the unity of its charac- 
teristic attribute. 3d. The one real substance must therefore 
be eternal, infinite, and necessarily existent. Hence, 4th. all 
other seeming beings are not real substance, but modes of exis- 
tence of this sole being. . 5th. All possible attributes, 
however seemingly diverse, must be modes, nearer or remote, of 
this Being; and it is necessary therefore to get rid of the prej- 
udice, that modes of thought and will and modes of extension 
cannot be referred to the same substance. Hence this is the 
true account of the universe. All material bodies (so called) 
are but different modes of extension, in which the necessary 
substance projects himself; and all personal spirits (so called) 
are but modes of thought and will, in which the same being 
pulsates. 

Now you see that the whole structure rests on two unproved 
and preposterous assumptions: that real substance cannot be 
except it be self-existent; and that the self-existent can be but 
one. The human mind is incapable of demonstrating either. 

‘Says the modern idealist: Let the mind take nothing for 
granted, except the demonstrated; and it will 
find that it really knows nothing save its con- 
sciousnesses. Of whatisitconscious? Only 
of its own subjective states. Men fancy that these must be re- 
ferred to a subject called mind, spirit, self; as the substance of 
which they are states. So they fancy that they find objective 
sources for their sensations, and objective limits to their volitfons ; 
but if it fancies it knows either, it is only by a subjective con- 
sciousness. These, afterall, are its only real possessions. Hence, 
it has no right to assert either substantive self or objective matter ; 
it only knows, in fact, a series of self-consciousnesses. Hence; 
our thinking and willing constitute our being. Hence, too, the 
whole seeming objective world is only educed from a non-existence 
as itis thought by us. The total veszduum then, is an imper- 
sonal power of thought, only existing as it exerts its self-con- 
sciousness in the variojis beings of the universe, (if there is a 
universe) and in. God. Its subjective consciousnesses constitute 
spiritual substance (so-called,) self, fellow-man, God; and its ob- 
jective, the seeming objective material bodies of the universe. 


Pantheism of Spino- 
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Against both these forms of pantheism, I present the fol- 
Refitatow 1 hip. lowing routine iofva refutationwia( 1)" Ef ene 
tuition must be accept- mind may not trust the intuition which refers 
ed AS Valid. all attributes and affections to their sub- 
stances, and which gives real objective sources for sensations, it 
may not believe in its intuitive self-consciousness, nor in that 
intuition of cause for every phenomenon, on which Spinoza 
founds the belief in his One Substance. Falsus in uno; falsus 
tn omnibus. ‘There is an end of all thinking. That the intui- 
tions above asserted, are necessary and primary, I prove by this: 
that every man, including the idealist, unavoidably makes them. 
(2.) We are each one conscious of our personality. You 
cannot pronounce the words “self,” Agog, self- 
consciousness; but that you have implied it. 
Hence, if we think according to our own sub- 
jective law, we cannot think another intelligence and will, with- 
out imputing to it a personality. Least of all, the supreme in- 
telligence and will. To deny this is to claim to be more perfect 
than God. But worse yet; if [am not a person, my nature is a 
lie, and thinking is at an end. If I am a person, and as the 
pantheist says, lam God, and God is I, thenhe is a person; and 
the pantheistic system is still self-contradicted. 
(3.) Modes of extension and modes. of thought and will 
E cannot be attributes of one substance. Mat- 
xtension and : Signi : ; 
Thonght cannot bere- ter is divisible: neither consciousness, nor 
ferred to a common thought, nor feeling is; therefore the sub- 
ae stance which thinks is indivisible. Matter is 
extended; has form; has relative bulk and weight. All these 
properties are impossible to be thought of any function of 
spirit, asrelevant to them. Who can conceive of a thought 
triturated into many parts, as a stone into grains of sand; of 
a resentment split into halves; of a conception which is so 
many fractions of an inch longer or thicker than another; of an 
emotion triangular or circular, of the top and bottom of a 
volition ? 
(4.) If there is but one substance To //ay, the eternal, self- 
$ existent, necessary ; then it must be homoge- 
neous and indivisible. This is at least a just 
argumentum ad hominem for Spinoza. Did 
he not infer the’ necessary unity of all real substance, from the 
force of its one characteristic attribute, self and necessary exis- 
tence? Now, this immanent necessity, which is so imperative 
as to exclude plurality; must it not also exclude diversity; or 
at least contrariety? How then can this one, unchangeable 
substance exist at the same time in different and even contra- 
dictory states; motion and rest; heat and cold; attraction and 
tepulsion? How can it, in its modes of thought and will, at 
tlhe same time love in one man, and hate in another, the same 
object? How believe and disbelieve the same thing? 


Consciousness im - 
plies my Personality. 
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(5) On this scheme, there can be no responsibility, moral 
AG HG GOS good or evil, guilt, reward, righteous penalty, 
or moral government of the world. All states 
of feeling, and all volitions are those of To //fav. Satan’s wrong 
volitions are but God willing, and his transgressions, God acting. 
By what pretext can the Divine Will be held up as a moral 
standard? Anything which a creature wills, is God’s will. 
(6.) And this because, next, pantheism is a scheme of stark 
Fatalisti necessity. Necessity of this kind is inconsis- 
atalistic. ¢ iy Fat Do Be 
tent with responsibility. But again; it contra- 
dicts our consciousness of free-agency. We know, by our con- 
sciousness, that in many things we act freely, we do what we do, 
because we choose; we are conscious that our souls determine 
themselves. But if Pantheism were true, every volition, as well 
as every other event, would be ruled by an iron fate. So avowed 
stoicism, the pantheism of the Old World: so admits Spinoza. 
And consistently; for Yo //ay, impersonal, developing itself ac- 
cording to an immanent, eternal necessity, must inevitably pass 
through all those modifications of thought and extension, which 
this necessity dictates, and no others; and the acts of God are 
as fated as ours. 
(7.) I retort upon the pantheist that picture which he so 
much delights to unfold in fanciful and glow- 
DHE ne all ing guise. Pantheism, says he, by deifying 
nature, clothes everything which is sweet or 
grand with the immediate clory of divinity, and ennobles us by 
placing us perpetually in literal contact with God. Do we look 
without on the beauties of the landscape? Its loveliness is but 
one beam of the multiform smile upon His face. The glory of 
the sun is the flash of His eye. The heavings of the restless 
sea are but the throbs of the divine bosom, and the innumerable 
stars are but the sparkles of His eternal brightness. And when 
we look within us, we recognize in every emotion which enno- 
bles or warms our breasts, the aspirations, the loves, the grati- 
tudes which bless our being, the pulses of God’s own heart beat- 
ing through us. Nay, but, say I, are the manifestations of the 
universal Being, all lovely and good? If pantheism is true, 
must we not equally regard all that is abhorrentin nature, the 
rending thunder, and the rushing tornado, the desolating earth- 
quake and volcanos, the frantic sea lashing helpless navies into 
wreck, as the throes. of disorder or ruin in God? And when 
we picture the scenes of sin and woe, which darken humanity, 
the remorse of the villain’s privacy, the orgies of crime and 
cruelty hidden beneath the veil of night, the despairing death- 
beds, the horrors of battle fields, the wails of nations growing 
pale before the pestilence, the din of burning and ravaged cities, 
and all the world of eternal despair itself, we see in the whole 
but the agony and crime of the divine Substance. Would it 
then be best called Devil or God? Since suffering and sin are 
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so prevalent in this world, we may call it Pan-diabolism, with 
more propriety than pantheism. Nor is it any relief to this ab- 
horrent conclusion, to say that pain and evil are necessitated, 
and are only seeming evils. Consciousness declares them 
real, 


LECTURE UL. 
THE EVOLUTION THEORY. 


- SYLLABUS. 


I. State the Evolution Theory of man’s origin, in its recent form; and show its 
Relation to the Argument for God’s existence. 


2. Show the Defects in the pretended Argument for this Descent of mar by 
Evolution. 


3. Does the Theory weaken the Teleological Argument for the Existence of a 
Personal God. 


See “Origin of Species’? and ‘‘Descent of Man,”? by Dr. Charles Darwin, 
‘Lay Sermons,” by Dr. Thos. Huxley, ‘‘ Physical Basis of Life,’’? by Dr. Stir- 
ling, Lectures (Posthumous) of Prof. Louis Agassiz, ‘*‘ What is Darwinism ?”’ 
by Dr. Ch Hodge, ‘‘ Reign of Law,” by the Duke of Argyle. 


[N the previous Lecture, I concluded the brief examination 
of the atheistic theory, accounting for the Universe as an 


Relation of Evolu. eternal series, with these words: “Genera may 
tion to Teleological begin or end, but never transmute themselves 


mepument. into other genera.” We found the fatal 
objections to the scheme of a self-existent, infinite series un- 
caused -from without, in these facts: That no immediate 


antecedent was adequate cause for its immediate successor: 
And thatthe previous links in the series could not be cause; be- 
cause totally absent fromthe rise of the sequent effect. Thus the 
utter fallacy was detected, which seeks to impose on our minds 
by the vague infinitude of the series as a whole. We were 
taught that no series made up solely of effects, each contingent, 
can, as a whole, be self-existent. Thus perished that evasion of 
the atheist. 

Obviously, if there is any expedient for resuscitating it, this 
must be found in the attempt to prove that the law, “ Like pro- 
duces Like,” is not the whole explanation of the series. We 
have demonstrated that, by that law, it is impossible the series 
can be self-existent. Hence, the best hope of Atheism is, to 
attempt to prove that the Like does not produce merely the Like ; 
that the series contains within itself a power of differentiating 
its effects, at least slightly. Thus materialists and atheists have 
been led in our day, either by deliberate design, or by a species 
of logical instinct, to attempt the construction of an “ evolution 
theory.” The examination of this attempt, thus becomes 
necessary in order to complete the argument for God’s existence, 
on this, the last conceivable point of attack. 
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The evolution hypothesis is, indeed, no novelty. It is, after 
all its pretended modern experiments, but a 
revival of the “atomic theory” of the Greek 
atheist, Democritus, adopted by the Epicurean school. Its ap- 
plication to the descent of than from some lower animal, has 
often been attempted, as by Lord Monboddo, who almost exactly 
anticipated Dr. Chas. Darwin’s conclusion. Inthe eyes of some 
modern Physicists, however, it has received new plausibility from 
the more intelligent speculations of the Naturalist La Marck, 
and the “ Vestiges of Creation”’ ascribed to Mr. Robert Cham- 
bers. Butit appears in its fullest form, in the ingenious works 
ofr Chas: Darwin, “Origin, of Species,’ ‘and; “* Descent. of 
Man.” I therefore take this as the object of our inquiry. 
This Naturalist thinks that he has found the law of repro- 
duction, in animated nature, that “ Like pro- 
duces Like,” modified by the two laws of “nat- 
ural selection”’ and a survival of the fittest.” 
By the former, nature herself, acting unintelligently, tends in all 
her reproductive processes, to select those copulations which are 
most adapted to each other By the latter, she ordains, equally 
without intelligence, that the fittest, or ablest progeny shall sur- 
vive at the expense of the inferior. These supposed laws ‘he 
illustrates by the race-varieties (certainly very striking) which 
have been produced in gexera and species whose original unity 
is admitted by all, through the art of the bird-fancier and stock- 
rearer,in breeding. The result of these laws, modifying the great 
law of reproduction, would be a slight differentiation of succes- 
sors from predecessors, in any series in animated nature. This 
difference at one step might be almost infinitesimal. This coza- 
tus of Nature towards evolution, being totally blind, and moving 
at hap-hazard, might result in nothing through a myriad of 
experiments, or instances, and only evolve something in advance 
of the antecedents, in the ten thousandth case; yet, if we postu- 
late a time sufficiently vast, during which the law has been 
thus blindly working, the result may be the evolution of man, 
the highest animal, from the lowest form of proto-plastic life. 
1. The tendency of this scheme, is:atheistic. Some of its 
advocates may disclaim the consequence, and 
_ declare their recognition of a God and Crea- 
tor, we hope, sincerely. But the undoubted tendency of the 
speculation,will be to lead its candid adherents, where Dr. Leopold 
Buchner has placed himself, to blank materialism and atheism. 
For the scheme is an attempt to evolve what theists call the 
creation without a Creator; and as we shall see, the bearing of 
the hypothesis is towards an utter obliteration of the teleolog- 
ical argument. 2nd. In assigning man a brute origin, it 
encourages common men to regard themselves as still brutes. 
Have brutes any religion? 3d. The scheme ignores all 
substantive distinction between spirit and matter, by evolving 


No Novelty. 
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the former out of the functions of mere animality. But if there 
be no soul in man there is, practically, no religion for him. 

2. The favorite law of ‘natural selection” involves in its very 
name a sophistical idea. Selection is an at- 
tribute of free-agency, and implies intelligent 
choice. Butthe “ Nature” of the evolutionist 
is unintelligent. The cause, if it be a cause, supposed by him in 
his natural selection, acts blindly and by hap-hazard. Now, 
whenever we apply the idea of selection, or any other which 
expresses free-agency, to such effects: we know that we are 
speaking inaccurately and by a mere trope. How much more 
sophistical is it to ascribe the force of a permanent and regular 
law, selecting effects, to that which is but chance? This is but 
giving us metaphor, in place of induction. It is farther noted 
by Agassiz, that the principle of life, or cause in animated 
nature, notoriously and frequently produces the same results 
under diverse conditions of action; and diverse results again, 
under the same conditions. These facts prove that it is not the 
species of variable cause painted: by Darwin, and does not dif- 
ferentiate its effects by his supposed !aw of natural selection. 

3. We have seen that the vastness of the time needed for 
the evolution of man from the lowest animated form, by these 
laws of natural selection, working blindly and effecting at any 
one movement the most minute differentiations, is not only con- 
ceded, but claimed by evolutionists. Then, since the blind 
cause probably has made ten thousand nugatory experiments 
for every one that was an advance, the fossil remains of all the 
experiments, of the myriads of genera of failures, as well as 
the few genera that were successes, should be found in more 
immense bulk. And especially fossil Natural History should 
present us with the full history of both sides of the blind 
process; with the remains of the degraded gezera, as well as 
the “fittest” and “surviving” gexera. The fossil-history of the 
former ought to be ten thousand times the fullest! But in the 
- presence of such a history, how preposterous would a theory 
of evolution appear? For, the very essence of this theory is 
the idea of a continual advancement and improvement in nature. 

The evolution theory is inconsistent with the wide 
geographical diffusion of species, and especially of the higher 
species. If these are the results of the ‘ survival of the fittest,” 
under local conditions of existence and propagation, is it not 
unaccountable that these, and especially man, the highest species 
of all, should always have been found under the most diverse 
and general conditions, in contrasted climates? But if we pass 
to the lower species, such as the moluscs and crustaceans, the 
difficulty is as great, because they have no adequate means 
of locomotion to migrate from the spots where the local con- 
ditions of their development existed. 


Selection implies 
Mind. 
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4. But next; where improved race-varieties have actually 
No Improvement by been developed, it may well be questioned 
Selection, save undera whether the selections of the progenitors have 
Rational Providence. ever been “ natural,” in the sense of the evo- 
lutionist. The marked instances of which Darwin makes so 
much use, are the result of the breeder’s art: (as the Dur- 
ham cattle) that is, of a rational providence.- And when 
we surrender any individuals of the varieties to the domin- 
ion of ‘nature,’ the uniform tendency is to degradation. What 
more miserable specimens of cattle and swine are-ever seen; 
what individuals less calculated for “survival” in the struggle 
for existence, than the neglected progeny of the marvellously 
developed English live-stock, when left to take their chances 
with the indigenous stock of ill-cultivated districts? Again, 
many Naturalists tell us that when any incidental cause has 
been applied to a given species, producing variations in some 
individuals and their progeny, the difference is larger.at first, 
and becomes more and more minute afterwards. The inference 
seems irresistible, that such variations must have fixed and 
narrow limits. Naturalists are familiar with the tendency of all 
varieties, artificially produced by the union of differing progeni- 
tors, to revert back to the type of one or other of their ances- 
tors. Thus, all breeders of live-stock recognize the tendency 
of their improved breeds to “fly to pieces;” and they know that 
nothing but the most artful vigilance in selecting parents pre- 
vents this result. Without this watchful control, the peculiari- 
ties of one or the other original varieties would re-appear in the 
progeny, so exaggerated, as to break up the improved type, and 
give them instead, a heterogeneous crowd, the individuals 
varying violently from each other and from the desired type, 
and probably inferior to either of the original varieties com- 
pounded. 

Again: is the “ survival of the fittest’? a “natural” fact? I 
answer; No. The natural tendency of the 
violences of the strongest is, on the whole, to 
increase the hardship of the conditions under 
which the whole species and each individual must gain subsist- 
ence. What better instance of this law needs to be sought, than 
in the human species; where we always see the savage anarchy, 
produced by the violence of the stronger, reduce the whole 
tribe to poverty and destitution? Why else is it, that savages 
are poorer and worse provided for than civilized men? Couple 
this law with another: that the most pampered individuals in 
any species, are not the most prolific; and we shall see that the 
natural tendency of animal life is, in the general, to the survival 
of the inferior. Thus the average wild Parnpa horse, or “ mus- 
tang” pony, is far inferior to the Andalusian steed, from which 
he is descended. We thus find an emphatic confirmation of 
the conclusion which Hugh Miller drew from the “testimony 
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of the rocks,” that the natural tendency of the fossil genera has 
been to degradation and not to development. 

Well does Dr. Sterling remark here: “ Natural conjecture 
is always equivocal, insecure and many- -sided. It may be said 
. that ancient warfare, for instance, giving victory always to the 
personally ablest and bravest, must have resulted in the im- 
provement of the race. Or, that the weakest being left at 
home, the improvement was balanced by deterioration. Or, 
that the ablest were necessarily most exposed to danger. And 
SO according to ingenuity usqgue ad infinttnm. “Trustworthy 
conclusions are not possible to this method.” 

5. I. have not yet seen any reason for surrendering the rule, 

hitherto held by Naturalists, that in the animal 
Ne from Hy- world, hybrids, if true hybrids, are infertile. 

The familiar instance is that of the mule. The 
genera asinus and eguus can propagate an offspring, but that 
mule offspring can propagate nothing. If there are any ex- 
ceptions to this law, they are completely consistent with the 
rule that hybrids cannot perpetuate their hybrid kind. If 
they have any progeny, it is either absolutely infertile; or 
it has itself reverted back to one of the original types. It 
is strange that Dr. Huxley should himself appeal to this 
as a valid law; when its validity is destructive of his own 
conclusions. In his ‘‘Lay Sermons,” p. 295, when it suits 
his purpose to assert that natural variation has, in a given 
case, established a true species which is new, he appeals to the 
fact which is claimed: that this new species propagated its kind; 
which proved it a true and permanent species. Which is to say, 
that hybrids cannot propagate their kind; for it is by this law 
it is known that they do not form permanent species. But 
now, if new varieties really arose from-natural selection, to the 
extent claimed by evolutionists, must they not fall under the 
hybrid class too Gecislseyy ever to propagate their type per- 
manently ? 

6. This process Heese by Dr. Darwin, if it existed, would 
be purely an animal one. He makes it a result 
of physical laws merely. Then, if there were a 
development by such a law, it should be the 
animal instincts and bodily organs, which are developed in the 
higher species. Butitisnotso. Manisthe highest, and when 
he is compared with other mammatia, he is a feebler beast: The 
young infant has far less instinct and locomotion than the young 
fowl. The man has less instinct, less animal capacity, less 
strength, blunter senses, than the eagle, or the elephant, and less 
longevity than the goose. That which makes him a nobler 
creature is his superior intelligence with the adaptation thereto 
of his inferior animal instincts. Herules other animals and is 
“Lord of Creation” by his mind. 

7. This, then, must also be explained by Dr. Darwin, as an 
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evolution’from instinct and animal appetites ; just as he accounts 
for the evolution of the human hand, from the forepaw of an 
ape; so all the wonders of consciousness, intellect, taste, con- 
science, religious belief, are to be explained as the animal 
outgrowth of gregarious instincts, and habitudes cultivated 
through them. Toany one who has the first correct idea of 
construing the facts of consciousness, this is simply monstrous. 
It of course denies the existence of any substance that thinks, 
distinct from animated matter. It ignores the distinction 
between the instinctive and the rational motive in human 
actions; thus making free-agency, moral responsibility, and 
ethical science impossible. The impossibility of this genesis 
is peculiarly plain in this: that it must suppose all these psycho- 
logical acts and habits gradually superinduced. There is first, 

in some earlier generation of men, a protoplastic responsibility, 
free agency, reason, conscience, which are half, or one quarter 
animal instinct still, and the rest mental! Whereas, every man who 
ever interpreted his own acts of soul to himself, knows intui- 
tively, that this is the characteristic of them all; that they are 
contrasted with the merely animal acts, in all their stages and in 
all their degrees of weakness or strength. A feeble conscience 
is no nearer appetite, in its intrinsic quality, than the conscience 
of a Washington ora Lee. 

In a word: Consciousness has her facts, as truly as 
physicks. These facts-show that man belongs to a certain 
genus spiritually, more even than corporeally. And that genus 
_ is consciously separated by agreat gulf, from all mere animal 
nature. It cannot be developed thence. 

8. The utmost which can possibly be made of the evolution 

theory, is that it may be a hypothesis possibly 
AGEN not proved true, even after all the arguments of its friends 

are granted to be valid. In fact, the scheme is 
far short of this. The careful reader of these works will find, 
amidst extensive knowledge of curious facts, and abundance of 
fanciful ingenuity, many yawning chasms between asserted facts 
and inductions ; and many a substitution of the “must be” for 
the “may be.” But when we waive this, we still find the theory 
unverified, and incapable of verification. One need desite no 
juster statement of the necessity of actual verification, in order 
to mature a hypothesis into a demonstration, than is given and 
happily illustrated by Dr. Huxley. -“ Lay Sermons,” pp. 85, 6. 
Until either actual experiment or actual observation, has veri- 
fied the expectation of the hypothesis; and verified it in such 
away as to make it clear to the mind, that the expected result 
followed the antecedent as a propter hoc and not a mere fost 
hoc; that hypothesis, however plausible, and seemingly satisfy- 
ing, is not demonstrated. But has Dr. Darwin’s theory been 
verified in any actual case? Hasany one seen the marsupial ape 
breed the man, in fact? The author of the scheme himself 
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knows that verification is, in the nature of the case, impossible. 
The dates at which he supposes the evolutions took place, pre- 
cede the earliest rational experience of man, according to his 
own scheme, by vastages. The differentiations which gradually 
wrought it were, according to him, too slight and gradual to be ~ 
contained in the memory of one dispensation of man’s history. 
The connecting links of the process are forever lost. Hence the 
utmost which these Naturalists could possibly make of their 
-hypothesis, were all their assumptions granted, would be the 
concession that it contained a curious possibility. 

-These speculations are mischievous in that they present 
to minds already degraded, and in love with 
their own degradation,a pretext for their mate- 
rialism, godlessness and sensuality. The scheme can never 
prevail generally among mankind. The self-respect, the con- 
science, and the consciousness of men will usually present a 
sufficient protest and refutation. The world will not permaently 
tolerate the libel and absurdity, that this wondrous creature, 
man, ‘‘so noble in reason, so infinite in faculties, in form and 
moving so express and admirable, in action so like an angel, in 
apprehension so like a God,” is but the descendant, at long re- 
moves, of a mollusc or a tadpole! 

The worthlessness of mere plausibilities concerning the 
Gia anal neat origin of the universe, is yet plainer when set 
dence refuted by pa- in contrast with that inspired testimony upon 
tO _ the subject, to which Revealed Theology will 
soon introduce us. Hypothetical evidence, even at its best 
estate, comes under the class of circumstantial evidence. Ju- 
dicial science, stimulated to accuracy and fidelity by the prime 
interests of society in the rights and the life of its members, has 
correctly ascertained the relation between circumstantial proof 
and competent parole testimony. In order to rebut the word 
of such a witness, the circumstantatial evidence must be an ex- 
clusive demonstration: it must not. only satisfy the reason that 
the criminal act might have been committed in the supposed 
way, by the supposed persons; but that it was impossible, it 
could have been committed in any other way. In the absence 
of parole testimony, every enlightened judge would instruct his 
jury, that the defence is entitled to try the hypothesis of the ac- 
cuser by this test: If any other hypothesis can be invented, 
that is even purely imaginary, to which the facts granted in the 
circumstantial evidence can be reconciled by the defence, that 
is proof of invalidity in the accusing hypothesis. Let us sup- 
pose a crime committed without known eye-witnesses. The 
prosecutors examine every attendant circumstance minutely, 
and study them profoundly. They construct of them a sup- 
position that the crime was committed in secret by A. They 
show that this supposition of his guilt satisfies every fact, so 
faras known. They reason with such ingenuity, that every 
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mind tends to the conviction that A. must be verily guilty. But 
now there comes forward an honest man, who declares that he 
was eye-witness of the crime; and, that, of his certain knowl- 
edge, it was done by B., and not by A. On inquiry, it appears 
that B. was, at that time, naturally capable of the act. Then, 
unless the prosecutors can attack the credibility of this witness, 
before his word their case utterly breaks down. The ingenuity, 
the plausibility of their argument, is now naught. They had 
shown that, so far as known facts had gone, the act might have 
been done by A. But the witness proves that in fact’ it was 
done by B. The plausibility of the hypothesis and the ingen- 
uity of the lawyers are no less: but they are utterly super 
seded by direct testimony of an eye-witness. I take this pains 4 
to illustrate to you this principle of evidence, because it is eis. 
usually so utterly ignored by Naturalists, and so neglected even 
by Theologians. I assert that the analogy is perfect between 
the case supposed and the pretended evolution argument. 
Does Revelation bring in the testimony of the divine Eye-wit- 
ness, because actual Agent, of the genesis of the universe? Is 
Revelation sustained as a credible witness by its literary, its in- 
ternal, its moral, its prophetical, its miraculous evidences? Then 
even though the evolution hypothesis were scientifically prob- 
able, in the light of all known and physical facts and laws, it 
must yield before this competent witness. Does that theory 
claim that, naturally speaking, organisms might have been thus 
produced? God, the Agent, tells us that, in point of fact, they 
were otherwise produced. As Omnipotence is an agency con- 
fessedly competent to any effect whatsoever,.if the witness is 
credible, the debate is ended. a 
I shall conclude this Lecture by adverting to a co 
which many of Dr. Darwin’s fol 
from his scheme; which is reall 
portant feature connected with it 
declares that the “Origin of Species” gives the deat 
great teleological argument for the existence of G i 
commanded the assent of all the common-sense and al! the 
i : {ihe 
true philosophy of the human race. He quotes P of Koll ker, 


Is our Teleological 
argument lost. 


° 
of Germany, as saying that though Darwin retains the telec log- 
ical conception, it is shown by his own researches . to }ve a mis- 
taken one. Says the German savant, “Varieties aihs* ‘irre- 
spectively of the notion of purpose of utilty, acccrding to the 
general laws of nature; and may be either useful or hurtfu!, or 
indifferent.” It must be admitted these men interj'ret the bear- 
ings of the evolution theory aright; [and that 't does ) 

against the impregnable evidences of design in God’s creati 
is a clear proof of its falsehood]. According to this 
physical causation is blind; but it hits « lucky 
tion here and there, without knowing or meaning: it, by 
chance, and.in virtue of such an infinity of hap-hazard — 

3% | a 
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that it is impossible to miss all the time. Such is the imme- 
diate, though blind, result of Nature’s tendency to ceaseless 
variations of structure. Now, when (rarely) she happens to hit 
a favorable variation, the better adaptation of that organism to 
the conditions of existence enables it to survive and to prop- 
agate its type more numerously, where others perish. Where 
now is the proof of intelligence and design in such a fortuitous 
adaptation ?» OMr. Herbert Spencer argues that it is mere “an- 
thropomie phism,” for us to undertake to interpret nature teleo- 
en we adapt anything to an end, we, of-course,. 
) : nttive. But when we therefore assume that the 
Unk owable works by suchthoughts,we are as absurd as 
O1 a the watch [in the well-known illustration of Dr. Paley] 
| ‘coming somewhat endowed with consciousness, should con- 
_ ’ clude that the consciousness of its Unknown Cause must con- 
sist of a set of ticking and motions of springs and cogs, because 
such only are its own functions. Some of these writers dwell 
much upon. the supposed error of our mixing the question of 
“final causes’’ with that of efficient causes, in our investigation 
of nature. They claim that Lord Bacon, in his De Augmentis, 
‘% sustains this condemnation. _ This is erroneous. He does disap- 
| | prove the mixing of. the question of final cause with the search 
after the physical cause. He points out that the former be- 
longs to Men. ee the latter to Physics. Let the ques- 
Why do hairs grow around the eye- 
eanings in this “Why.” If it asks 
Bist Por) the protection of the 
mM Deneath the brow.” If it asks the 
3 ‘Lord Bacon’s answer is: that a follicular struc- 
that patch of skin ‘“‘breedeth a pilous growth.” He 
tly asserts, in his Metaphysic, that inquiries after the final 
cause are proper; and he was emphatically a believer in the 
teleological argument, as was Newton, with every other great 
nind of those ages. 

Let us clear the w ay ee the exposure of the sophisms 
dc ioovarouniegimmee sated above, by looking at Spencer’s ob- 
picious bec avise petthro- jection to the anthropomorphism of our Nat- 
pomotphic?, { ural Theology. He would have us believe 
that it is ‘all vicious, because founded on the groundless pos- 
tulate that our thought and contrivance are the model for the 
mind of God. He would illustrate this, as we saw, by SupPpos- 
ing thé watch, in Paley’s illustration, “to have a consciousness,’ 
ete, This simile BERRY his sophism at once, The supposi- 
wan is impossible! If the watch could have a consciousness, 
ould not bea material machine, but a rational spirit: and 
there would be no absurdity whatever in its liken- 
‘own rational consciousness to that of its rational cause. 
Fn complaint is made that all our Natural Theology is “an- 
ypomorphic,” what is this but a complaint that our knowl- 
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edge is human? If I am to have any knowledge, it must be my 
knowledge : that is, the knowledge of me, a man; and'so, knowl- 
edge, according to the forms of human intelligence. All knowl- * 
edge must then be anthropomorphic,in order to be human knowl- 
edge. To complain of any branch of man’s knowledge on this 
score, is to demand that he shall know nothing! This, indeed, is 
verified by Mr. Herbert Spencer, who teaches, on the above 
ground, that God is only to be conceived of and honored as “The 
Unknowable ;” and who forbids us to ascribe any definite attri- 
bute, or offer any specific service to Him, lest we should insult 
Him by making Him altogether such an one as ourselves. I may 
remark, in passing, that this is equally preposterous in logic, 
and practically atheistic. The mind only knows substance from 
properties: if the essentia of an object of thought be abso- 
lutely unknown, its esse will certainly be more unknown. And 
how can oné be more completely “without God in the world,” 
than he who only knows ofa divine Being, to whom he dares not’ 
ascribe any attribute, towards whom he dares not entertain any - 
definite feeling, and to whom he dgres not offer any Service? 

But why should our knowledge ofa higher spiritual being be 
suspected, as untrustworthy, because jt is anthropomorphic ? It 
can only be, because it is suspected that this knowledge is trans- 
formed, in becoming ours. But now, letit be supposed that 
the great First Cause created our spirits “in his likeness, 
after his image,” and the ground of suspicion is removed. Then 
it follows that in thinking “anthropomorphically,” we are thinking 
like God: because God formed us to think like himself. Our 
conceptions of the divine will then be only limited, not trans- 
formed, in passing into our kindred, but finite, minds: they re- 
main valid, as far asthey reach. Butit may be said: This is 
the very question: whether a Creator did form our spirits after 
‘the likeness of His own? The theists must not assume it at the 
-onsetasproved. Very true; and their opponents shall not be 
allowed to assume the opposite as proved—they shall not “beg 
the question” any more than we do. But when our inquiries in 
Natural Theology lead us to the conclusion that in this respect 
“we are God’s offspring,” then He isnolonger the “Unknown 
God.” And especially when Revealed Theology presents us 
the ?Fizewy tod Geo) onatov in the “man Christ Jesus,” the diffi- 
culty is completely solved. 

To support the teleological argument farther against this 

philosophy of blind chance, I remark, first: 
Aes ian that it is in no sense less unreasonable than 
gn. . 
the old pagan theory, which referred all the 

skillful adjustments of creation to ‘a “fortuitious concourse of 
atoms.” This is indeed the same wretched philosophy: 
re-vamped and re-furbished, which excited the sarcasm and 
scorn of Socrates, and was contemptuously discarded by the 
educated pagan mind. It is imposible to persuade the 
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common sense of mankind, that blind chance, whose sole 
attribute is. chaotic disorder, is the source of the admirable 
order of this universal zoovoc. Something does not come out 
of nothing. Our opponents would ask us; since blind chance 
may, amidst its infinite multitudes of experiments, happen 
upon any result whatsoever, why may it not sometimes happen 
upon some results wearing the aspect of orderly adaptation? 
My answer is, that the question puts the case falsely. Some- 
times! No! Always. The fact to be accounted for is; that 
Nature’s results always have an orderly adaptation. I press again 
this crushing question: How is it that in every one of Na- 
ture’s results, in every organ of every organized creature which 
is extant, either in living or in fossil natural History, if the struc- 
ture is comprehended by us, we see some orderly adaptation? 
Where are Nature’s failures? Where the vast remains of the in- 
finity of her hap-hazard, orderless results? On the evolution 
theory, they should be a myriad times as numerous as 
those which possessed orderly adaptation. But in fact, none are 
found, save a few which are apparent exceptions, because, and 
only because, we have not yet knowledge enough to compre- 
hend them. Through every grade of fossil life, if we are able 
at all to understand the creature whose remains we inspect, 
_ we perceive an admirable adjustment to the conditions of its 
existence. This is as true of the least developed, as of the 
most perfect. The genus may be now totally extinct: because 
the appropriate conditions of its existence have wholly passed 
away in the progress of changes upon the earth’s surface; but 
while those conditions existed, they were beautifully appropriate 
to the genus. So, if there is any structure in any existing crea- 
ture, whose orderly adaptation to an end is not seen, it is only 
because we do not yet understand enough. Such is the con- 
clusion of true science. Anatomists before Dr. Harvey saw 
the valvular membranes in the arteries and veins, opening oppo- 
site ways. That great man assumed, in the spirit of, true 
science, that they must have their orderly adaptation; and this 
postulate led him to the grand discovery of the circulation of 
the blood. Such is the postulate of true, modest science still, 
as to every structure: it is the pole-star of sound induction. And 
once more: Contrivance to an end is not limited to organic 
life reproducing after its kind—the department where the evo- 
lutionist finds his pretext of “natural selection.” The perma- 
nent inorganic masses also disclose the teleological argument,just 
as clearly as the organic. Sun, moon and stars do not propagate 
any day! Contrivance is as obvious in the planetary motions 
and the tides of ocean, as in the eye of the animal. “The un- 
devout Astronomer is mad”. Commodore Maury, in his im- 
mortal works, has shown us as beautiful a system of adaptations 
in the wastes of the atmosphere and its currents, as the Nat- 
ural Historian finds in the realms of life. 
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Second: I remark that if the theory of the evolutionist 
were all conceded, the argument from de- 
signed adaptation would not be abolished, 
but only removed one step backward. If 
we are mistaken in believing that God made every living 
creature that moveth after its kind: if the higher kinds were 
in fact all developed from the lowest; then the question 
recurs: Who planned and adjusted these wondrous powers 
of development? Who endowed the cell-organs of the first 
living protoplasm with all this fitness for evolution into 
the numerous and varied wonders of animal life and function, 
so diversified, yet all orderly adaptations? There is a wonder 
of creative wisdom and power, at least equal to that of the 
Mosaic genesis. That this point is justly taken, appears 
thus: Those philosophers who concede (as I conceive, very 
unphilosophically and unnecessarily) the theory of “crea- 
tion by law,” do not deem that they have thereby weakened 
the teleological argument in the least. It appears again; in the 
language of evolutionists themselves: When they unfold what 
they suppose to be the results of this system, they utter the 
words “beautiful contrivance of nature,” “wise adjustment” and 
such like, involuntarily. This is the testimony of their own rea- 
son, uttered in spite of a perverse and shallow theory. 

In fine; when we examine any of these pretended results 
of fortuity, we always find that the chance-accident was only 
the occasion, and not the efficient cause, of that result. Says one 
of the evolutionists: a hurricane may transplant a tree so as to 
secure its growth. The wind may happen to drop a sapling, 
which the torrent had torn up, with its roots downward, (they 
forming the heavier end) into a chasm in the earth, which the 
same hurricane makes by uprooting a forest tree. But I ask: 
Who ordains the atmospheric laws which move hurricanes! Who 
regulated the law of gravity? Who endued the roots of that 
sapling, as its twigs are not endued, with the power of drawing 
nutriment from the moist earth? Did the blind hurricane do all 
this? Whenever they thus attempt to account fora result by 
natural selection, they tacitly avail themselves of a selected 
adaptation which is, in every case, a priori to the physical results. 
Who conferred that prior adaptation and power? “If they had 
not ploughed with our heifer, they had not found out our riddle.” 

You may be inclined to ask, why it is that I, who assuredly 
believe this speculation of recent evolutionists will prove as 
short-lived as it is shallow, introduce a discussion of it into this 
venerable and stable science of theology? My reply is: that 
“Darwinism” happens just now to be the current manifestation, 
which the fashion of the day gives to the permanent anti-theis- 
tic tendency in sinful man. As longas men do not like to retain 
God in their knowledge, the objection to the argument for His 
existence will re-appear in some form. -And the forms will all 


Who designed the 
susceptibility to evolve? 
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be found cognate. This recent evolution theory verges: every 
year nearer to the pagan atomic theory. In discussing it under 
its existing aspect, I seek to give you guidance which you 
will find ad vem, in your dealing with the unbelieving minds of 
our own day. But I have also given you, in substance, prin- 
ciples which will be applicable to any phase of the anti-theistic 
argument. 


LECTURE IV. 
DIVINE ATTRIBUTES. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. How much can Reason infer of the Attributes of God? His Eternity? 
How? 
Turrettin; Loc. iii, Qu. 10. Dick, Lect. 17. Dr. S. Clarke, 31, 2, 5. Char- 
nock on Attr. Vol. 1, Discourse v. 
2. His Unity? How? Turrettin, Qu. 3. Paley, Nat. Theology. Dr. Dick, 
Lect. 18. Dr. S.'Clarke, 37. Maury, Physical Geography of Sea, p. 71. 
3. His Spirituality and Simplicity? How? Turrettin, Qu. 7. Dick, Lect. 17. 
Dr. S. Clarke, 38. Rev. Ro. Hall, Sermon 1, Vol. 3d. Thornwell, Lect. 
6th, pp. 162-166. Lect. 7th, pp, 186, &c. 
4. His Immensity and Infinitude? How? Turrettin, Qu. 8 & 9. Dick, Lect. 
19. Dr. S. Clarke, 3 6. Charnock, Vol. 1, Discourse 7th. Thornwell, 
Lect. 8th. 
5. His Immutability? Turrettin, Qu. 11. Thornwell, Lect 8, 35. Dick, Lect. 
20th. Dr. S. Clarke, 42. Charnock, Vol. i, Discourse 6th. 
ig is exceedingly hard for us to return an exact answer to the 
question, How much reason can infer of the attributes of 
Traditionary knowl. God? Shall we say: “So much as the wisest 
edge not to be separa~ pagans, like Plato, discovered of them?” It 
ted from rational, here. sti]] remains doubtful how much unacknowl- 
edged aid he may not have received from Hebrew sources. 
Many think that Plato received much through Pythagoras 
and his Egyptian. and Mesopotamian researches. Or if we 
seek to find how far our own minds can go on this subject, 
without drawing upon the Scriptures, we are not sure of the 
answer; because when results have been given to us, it is 
much easier to discover the logical tie between them and their 
premises, than to detect unaided both proofs and results. Eu- 
clid having told us that the square of the hypothenuse equals 
the squares of the two remaining sides of every right angled 
triangle, it becomes much easier to hunt up a synthetic argu- 
ment to prove it, than it would have been to detect this great 
relation by analysis. But when we approach Natural Theology 
we cannot forget the attributes which the Scriptures ascribe to 
God. 
Yet some things are as clear as God’s being. The first 
and most obvious of these attributes is, that 


1. God's etermity. He has no beginning, and noend. By God’s 
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eternity divines also intend a third thing: His existence with- 
out succession. These three propositions express their 
definition of His eternity: existence not related to time. For 
the first: His being never had a beginning: for had there 
ever been a time when the First Cause was not, nothing 
could ever have existed. So natural reason indicates that 
His being will never end, by this, that all pagans and philoso- 
phers make their gods immortal. The account of this 
conclusion seems to be, that it follows from God’s independ- 
ence, self-existence, and necessary existence. These show that 
there can be no cause to make God’s being end. - The immor- 
tality of the First Cause then is certain, unless we ascribe to it the 
power and wish of self-annihilation. But neither of these is 
possible. What should ever prompt God’s will to sucha voli- 
tion? His simplicity of substance (to be separately proved anon) 
does not permit the act; for the only kind of destruction of which 
the universe has any experience, is by disintegration. The 
necessity of God’s existence proves it can never end. The 
ground of His existence, intrinsic in Himself, is such that it 
cannot but be operative; witness the fact that, had it been, at 
any moment of the past infinite duration, inoperative, God and 
the universe would have been, from that moment, forever 
impossible. 

- But that God’s existence is without succession, does not 
seem so clear to natural reason. It is urged 
by Turrettin that “God is immense. But 
if His existence were measured by parts of duration, it 
would not be incommensurable.” This is illogical. Do not 
the schoolmen themselves say, that essentza and esse are 
not the same? To measure the continuance of God’s esse by 
successive parts of time, is not to measure His essence thereby. 
A similar distinction shows the weakness of Turrettin’s second 
argument: ‘That because simple and immutable, He cannot 
exist in succession, for the flux of being from past to present 
and present to future would be change, and even change of 
composition.” . I reply it is God's substance which is simple and /, 
immutable; that its subsistence should be a continuance in suces- 
sion does not imply a change in substance. Nor is it correct 
metaphysics to say that a subsistence in succession is com- 
pounded, namely of the essence and the successive momenta-of 
time through which it is transmitted. (See here, Kant.) 

Nor is Dr Dick’s argument even so plausible: That God’s 
‘being in a past eternity must be unsuccessive, because an infinite 
past, composed of successive parts, is impossible; and whatever 
God’s mode of subsistence was, that it is, and will be. An in- 
finite future made up of a succession of infinitely numerous 
finite parts is possible, as Dick admits; and so an infinite past 
- thus constituted is equally as possible. Neither is comprehen- 
sible to our minds. If Turrettin or Charnock only meant that 


Js it unsuccessive? 
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God’s subsistes:€ is not a succession marked off by changes in 
His essence or st< z2s, their reasonings would prove it. Butif it 
is meant that the divine consciousness of its own existence has 
no relation to successive duration, I think it unproved, and in- 
capable of prooftous. Is not the whole plausibilitv of the no- 
tion hence; that divines, following that analysis of our idea of 
our own duration into the succession of our own consciousnesses, 
(which Locke made so popular in his war against innate ideas,) 
infer: Since all God’s thoughts and acts are ever equally present 
with Him, He can have no succession of His consciousnesses; 
2ad so, no relation to successive time. But the analysis is false 
csee Lecture viii,) and would not prove the conclusion as to God, if 
correct. Though the creature’s consciousnesses constituted an 
unsuccessive unit act, as God’s do, it would not prove that the 
consciousness of the former was unrelated to duration. But 2d. 
In all the acts and changes of creatures, the relation of succes- 
sion isactual and true. Now, although God’s knowledge of 
these as itis subjective to Himself, is unsuccessive, yet it is 
Joubtless correct, i..e., true to the objective facts. But these 
pave actual succession. So that the idea of successive duration 
must be in God’s thinking. Has Henot all the ideas we have; 
and infinitely more? Butif God in thinking the objective, ever 
thinks successive duration, can we be sure that His own con- 
~siousness of His own subsistence is unrelated to succession in 
-ume? The thing is too high for us. The attempt to debate it 
will only produce. one of those “antinomies” which emerge, 
when we strive to comprehend the incomprehensible. 

Does reason show the First Cause to be one or plural? If 
one: whence the strong tendency to poly- 
_»» theism? Thisaimay) be: explaried> injypart 
by the craving of the common mind for concrete ideas. We 
may add the causes stated by Turrettin: That man’s sense 
of weakness and exposure prompts him to lean upon superior 
strength: That gratitude and admiration persuade him to 
deify human heroes and benefactors at their deaths: And 
that the copiousness and variety of God’s agencies have 
suggested to the incauti®us a plurality of agents. Hodge 
(Theol. ~P. I. Ch. 3.) seems to regard Pantheism as the 
chief source of polytheism. He believes that pantheistic con- 
ceptions of the universe have been more persistent and prevalent 
in all ages than any other. ‘Polytheism has its origin in nature- 
worship:......and nature worships rests on the assumption that 
nature is God.” 

But Iam persuaded a more powerful impulse to polytheism 
arises from the co-action of two natural principles in the absence 
of a knowledge of God in Christ. One is the sense of weakness 
and dependence, craving a superior power on whom to lean. 
The other is the shrinking of conscious guilt from infinite holiness 
and power. The creature needs a God: the sinner fears a God. 


2. Unity of God. 


. 


iy 
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The expedient which results is, the invention of intermediate 
and mediating divinities, more able than man to succour, yet 
less awful than the infinite God. Suchis notably the account 
of the invention of saint worship, in that system of baptized 
polytheism knownas Romanism. And here we see the divine 
adaptation of Christianity; in that it gives us Christ, very man, 
our brother: and very God, our Redeemer. 

Reason does pronounce God one. But here again, I repu- 
diate weak supports. Argues Turrettin: If there are more 
than one, all equal, neither is God: if unequal, only the 
highest is God. This idea of exclusive supremacy is doubtless 
essential to religious trust; Has it, thus far, been shown essen- 
tial to the conception of a First Cause? Were there two or more 
independent eternal beings, neither of them would be an infalli- 
ble object of trust. But has it been proved as yet, that we are 
entitled to expect such a‘one? Again, Dr. S. Clarke urges: 
The First Cause exists necessarily: but (a.) This necessity must 
operate forever, and everywhere alike, and, (b,) This absolute 
sameness must make oneness. Does not this savour of Spino- 
zism? Searchand see. As to the former proposition: all that 
we can infer from necessary existence is, that it cannot but be 
just what itis. What it is, whether singular, dual, plural; that 
is just the question. As to the 2d proposition, sameness of 
operation does not necessarily imply oneness of effect. Have 
two successive nails from the same machine, necessarily numer- 
icalidentity ? Others argue again: We must ascribe to God 
every conceivable perfection, because,if not, another more perfect 
might be conceived; and then he would be the God. I reply, 
yes, if he existed. It is no reasoning to make the capacity of 
our imaginations the test of the substantive existence of object- 
ive things. Again, it is argued more justly, that if we can show 
that the eternal self-existent Cause must be absolute and infinite 
in-essence, then His exclusive unity follows, for that which is 
infinite is all-embracing as to that essence. Covering, so to 
speak, all that kind of being, it leavesno room for anything of 
its kind coordinate with itself. Just asafter defining a universe, 
we cannot place any creature outside of it: so, if God is 
infinite, there can be but one. Whether He is infinite we shall 
inquires + 

The valid and practical argument, however, for God’s unity 

Argued from Inter- 18 ‘the “convergency of design and inter- 
dependence of all His dependency of all His works. All dualists, 
Effects. indeed, from Zoroaster to Manes, find their 
pretexts in the numerous cross-effects in nature, seeming to 
show cross-purposes :—e. g. one set of causes educes a fruit- 
ful crop: when it is just about to gladden the reaper, it is 
. beaten into the mire by hail, through another set of at- 
mospheric causes. Everywhere poisons are set against food, 
evil against good, death against life. Are there not-two 
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antagonist wills in Nature? Now it is a poor reply, es- 
pecially to the mind aroused by the vast and solemn question 
of the origin of evil, or to the heart wrung by irresistible calam- 
ity, to say with Paley, that we see similarity of contrivance in 
all natnre. Two hostile kings may wage internecine war, by 
precisely the same meansand appliances. The true answer is, 
that, question nature as we may, through all her kingdoms, 
animal, inorganic, celestial, from the minutest disclosures 
of the microscope, up to the grandest revelations of the 
telescope, second causes are allinter-dependent; and the designs 
convergent so far as comprehended, so that each effect depends, 
more or less directly, on all the others. Thus, in the first 
instance: The genial showers and suns gave, and the hail 
destroyed, the grain. But look deeper: They are all parts of 
one and the same meteorologic system. The same cause 
exhaled the vapour which made the’ genial rain and the ruthless 
hail. Nay, more; the pneumatic currents which precipitated 
the hail, were constituent parts of a system which, at the same 
moment, were doing somewhere a work of blessing. Nature is 
one machine,moved by one mind. Should you see a great 
mill, at one place delivering its meal to the suffering poor, and 
at another crushing a sportive child between its iron wheels: it 
would be hasty to say, “Surely, these must be deeds of opposite 
agents.” For, on searching, you find that there is but one 
water-wheel, and nota single smaller part which does not inos- 
culate, nearly or remotely, with that. This instance suggests 
also, that dualism is an inapplicable hypothesis. Is Ormusd 
stronger than Akviman? Then he will be victor. Are both 
equal in power? Then the one would not allowthe other to 
work with his machinery; and the true result, instead of being 
a mixture of cross-effects, would be a sort of “dead lock” of 
the wheels of nature. . 

. We only know substance by its properties; but our reason 
intuitively compels us to refer the properties 
known to a sudbjectum, a substratum of true 
being, or sudstantia. We thus know, first, spiritual substance, as 
that which is conscious, thfnks, feels, and wills ; and then material 
substance, as that which is unconscious,thoughtless, lifeless, inert. 
To all the latter we are compelled to give some of the attributes 
of extension; to the former it is imposible to ascribe any of them. 
Now, therefore, if this first Cause is to be referred to any class 
of substance known to us, it must be to one of these two. Should 
it be conceived that there is a third class, unknown to us, to 
which the first Cause may possibly belong, it would follow, sup- 
posing we had been compelled to refer the first Cause to the class 
of spirits, (as we shall see anon that we must,) that to this third 
class must also belong all creature spirits as species to a genus. | 
For we know the attributes, those of thought and will, common 
between God and them; it would be the a@zfferentza, which would 


3. God a Spirit. 
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be unknown. Is the first Cause, then, to be referred to the class, 
spirits? Yes; because we find it possessed, in the highest possible 
degree, of every one of the attributes by which we recognize 
spirit. It thinks; as we know by two signs. It produced us, 
who think; and there cannot be more in the effect than was in 
the cause. It has filled the universe with contrivances, the re- 
sults of thought. It chooses; for this selection of contrivances 
implies choice. And again, whence do creatures derive the 
power of choice, if not from it? It is the first Cause of life ; but 
this is obviously an attribute of spirit, because we find full ‘life 
nowhere, except we see signs of spirit along with it. The first 
Cause is the source of force and of motion. But matter shows 
us, in no form, any power to originate motion. Inertia is its 
normal condition. Weshall find God’s power and presence 
penetrating and inhabiting all material bodies; but matter has a 
displacing power, as to all other matter. That which is impene- 
trable obviously is not ubiquitous. 

But may not God be like us, matter and spirit in one person? 
I answer, No. Because this would be to be organized; but or- 
ganization can neither be eternal, norimmutable. Again, if He 
is material, why is it that He is never cognizable to any sense? 
We know that He is all about us always, yet never visible, audible, 
nor palpable. And last, He would no longer be penetrable to 
all other matter, nor ubiquitous. 

Divines are accustomed to assert of the divine substance 
an absolute simplicity. If by this it is meant 
that He is uncompounded, that His sub- 
stance is ineffably homogeneous, that it 
does not exist by assemblage of atoms, and is not discerptible, 
it is true. For all this is clear from His true spirituality 
and eternity. We must conceive of spiritual substance as 
existing thus; because all the acts, states, and conscious- 
nesses of spirits, demand a simple, uncompounded substance. 
The same view is probably drawn from His eternity and inde- 
pendence. For the only sort of construction or creation, 
of which we see anything in our experience, is that made 
by some aggregation of parts, or comiposition of substance; and 
the only kind of death we know is by disintegration. Hence, 
that which has neither beginning nor end is uncompounded. 

But that God is more simple than finite spirits in this, that 
in Him substance and attribute are one andthe same, as they 
are not in them, I know nothing. The argument is, that as God 
is immutably what He is, without succession, His essence does 
not like ours pass from mode to mode of being, and from act to 
act, but is always all modes, and exerting all acts; hence His 
modes and His acts are Himself. God’sthought is God. He 
is not active, but activity. I reply, that if this means 
more than is true of aman’s soul, viz: that its thoughtis no 
entity, save the soul thinking; that its thought, as abstracted 
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from the soul that thinks it, is only an abstraction and not a 
thing; it is undoubtedly false. For then we should have reached 
the pantheistic notion, that God has no other being than the in- 
finite series of His own consciousnesses and acts. Nor would 
we be far off from the other result of this fell theory; that all 
that is, is God. For he who has identified God’s acts thus with 
His being, will next identifiy the effects thereof, the existence of 
the creatures therewith. 

Infinitude means the absolutely limitless character of God’s 
essence. Immensity the absolutely limitless 
being of Hissubstance. His being, as eternal, 
is in no sense circumscribed by time; as immense, in no wise cir- 
cumscribed by space. But let us not conceive of this asa repletion 
of infinite space by diffusion of particles: like, e. g., an elastic gas 
released zu vacuo. The scholastic formula was, “The whole sub- 
stance, in its whole essence, is simultaneously present in every 
point of infinite space, yet without multiplication ofitself. This — 
is unintelligble ; (but so is His immensity :) it may assist to ex- 
clude the idea of material extension. God's omnipresence is His 
similar presence in all the space of the universe. 

Now, to me, it is no proof of His immensity to say, the ne- 
cessity of His nature must operate everywhere, because absolute 
from all limitation. The inference does nothold. Nor to say 
that our minds impel us to ascribe all perfection to God; whereas 
exclusion from any space would be a limitation; for this is not 
conclusive of existences without us. Nor to say, that God must 
be everywhere, because His action and knowledge are every- 
where, and these are but His essence acting and knowing. 
Were the latter true, it would only prove God’s omnipresence. 
But so far as reason apprehends His immensity, it seems to my 
mind to be a deduction from His omnipresence. The latter we 
deduce from His simultaneous action and knowledge, every- 
where and perpetually, throughout His universe. Now, let us 
not say that God is nothing else than His acts. Let us not rely 
on the dogma of the medizval physicks: “That substance cannot 
act save where it is present.’ But God, being the first Cause, 
is the source of all force. He is also pure spirit. Now we may 
admit that the sun (by its attraction of gravitation) may act 
upon parts ofthe solar system removed from it by many millions 
of miles; and that, without resorting to the hypothesis of 
an elastic ether by which to propagate its impulse. It may be 
asked: if the sun’s action throughout the solar system fails to 
prove His presence throughout it, how does God’s universal ac- 
tion prove His omnipresence? ‘The answer is in the facts above 
stated. There is no force originally inherent in matter, 
The power which is deposited in it, must come from the 
first Cause, and must work under His perpetual superintend- 
ence. His, not theirs, is the recollection, intelligence, and 
purpose which guide. Now, as we are conscious that our intel- 
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ligence only acts where it is present, and where it perceives, this 
view of Providence necessarily impels us to impute omnipres- 
ence to this universal cause. For the power of the cause 
must be where the effect is. | 

But now, having traced His being up to the extent 
of the universe, which is to us practically immense, why 
limit it there? Can the mind avoid the inference that it extends 
farther? If we stoodon the boundary of the universe, and 
some angel should tell us that this was “the edge of the divine 
substance,” would it not strike us as contradictory? Such a 
Spirit, already seen to be omnipresent, has no bounding out- 
line. Again, we see God doing and'regulating so many things 
over so vast an area, and with such absolute sovereignty, that 
we must believe His resources and power are absolute within 
the universe. But it is practically boundlessto us. To succeed 
always inside of it, God must command such a multitude of re- 
lations, that we are practically impelled to the conclusion, that 
there are no relations, and nothing to be related, outside His 
universe. But if His power is exclusive ofall other, in all in- 
finite space, we can scarcely avoid the conclusion that His sub- 
stance is in all space. 

By passing from one to another of God’s attributes, and 
discovering their boundless character, we 
shall at last establish the infinitude of His 
essence or nature. It is an induction from the several parts. 

5. By Gop’s IMMUTABILITY we mean that He is incapable 
of change. As to His attributes, His nature, his purposes, He 
remains the same from eternity to eternity. Creation and 
other acts of Godintime, imply no change in Him; for the 
purpose to do these acts at that given time was always in Him, 
just as when He effectedthem. This attribute follows from His 
necessary existence; which is such that He cannot be any 
other than just what Heis. It follows from his self-existence 
and independence; there being none to change Him. It follows 
from His simplicity: for how can change take place, when there 
is no composition to be changed? It follows from His perfec- 
tion; for being infinite, He cannot change for the better; and 
will not change for the worse. Scarcely any attribute is 
more clearly manifested to the reason than God’s immutability. 
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SYLLABUS. 

. Can Reason infer God’s Omnipotence? How? Turrettin, Loc. iii, Qu. 21. 
Dr. S. Clarke, Prep. 10th: Dick, Lect. 23, Charnock, Discourse x. 

2. His Omniscience? How? Turrettin, Qu. 12. Dr. S. Clarke, Prop. 8 and 11. 
Dick, Lect. 21, 22, Charnock, Discourse 8, 2 2. 

. His Righteousness? How? Turrettin, Qu. 19. Dr. S. Clarke, Prop. 12th. 
Dick, Lect. 25. Chalmers’ Nat. Theology, bk ii, ch. 2. Hodge’s Theology, 
pte si ehaigy oa, 

4. His Goodness? How? Turrettin, Qu. 20. Dr. S. Clarke, as above. Leib- 
nitz, Theodicee Abregee. Chalmers’ Nat. Theology, bk. iv, ch. 2. Hodge, 

pt. i, ch, v, 13. Charnock, Discourse 12. 

5. Does Reason show that man bears Moral Relations to God? What are 
they? And what the Natural Duties deduced ? 

Butler’s Analogy, pt. i, ch.2 to 5. Howe’s Living Temple, pt. i, ch. 6th. Dr. 

S. Clarke’s Discourse. Vol. ii, Prop. 1 to 4. ‘Turrettin, qu. 22. 

W HEN we enquire after God’s power we mean here, not 

his potestas, or ésovota, authority, but His potertia 

or duvayue. When we say: He can do all 
things, we do not mean that He can suffer, 
or be changed, or be hurt; for the passive capacity of these 
things is not power, but weakness or defect. We ascribe to 
God no passive power. When we say that God’s power is 
omnipotence, we mean that its object is only the possible, 
not the absolutely impossible. “Here, however, we must 
again define, that by the absolutely impossible, we do not 
mean the physically impossible. For we see God do many 
things above nature, [gvatz;] that is above what material, or 
human, or angelic nature can effect. But we mean the do- 
ing of that which implies an inevitable contradiction. Some, e. 
g. Lutherans of the older school, say it is a derogation from 
God’s omnipotence, to limit it by the inevitable self-contradic- 
tion: [that He is able to confer actual ubiquity on Christ’s ma- 
terialbody.] But we object: Popularly, God’s omnipotence may 
be defined as His ability to do all things. Now of two incompat- 
ibles, both cannot become entities together; for, by the terms 
of the case, the entity of the one destroys that of the other. But 
if they are not, and cannot be both things, the power of doing 
all things does not embrace the doing of incompatibles. But 
2nd., more conclusively ; if everi omnipotence could effect both 
of two contradictories, then the self-contradictory would become 
the true; which is impossible for man to believe. Hence, 3d., 
the assertion would infringe the foundation principle of all truth; 
that a thing cannot be thus, and not thus, in the same sense, and 
at the same time. 

We may add, 4th, that power is that which produces an 
effect; and every effect is a change. Hence the absolutely 
changeless is not subject to power; be that power finite or 
infinite. Here is an application of my remark, which no. reflec-— 

46 


~~ 


Ww 


God all Powerful. 


——<——- -—- — ~~ 


OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 47 


ting person will dispute: The event which has actually happened 
at some past time, is, as such, irrevocable. Even omnipotence 
has no relevancy towards recalling it. So, when a given effect 
is in place, the contradictory effect is as absolutely precluded 
from the same time and place. There is no room for change; 
and therefore, no room for power. 

But between these limits, we believe God is omnipotent: 
That is, His power is absolute as to all being. In proof, 
note: He obviously has great power; He has enough to 
produce all the effects in the universe. Cause implies power: 
He is the universal first Cause. 2d. His power is at least 
equal to the aggregate of all the forces in the universe, 
of every kind; because all sprang from Him at first. A 
mechanic constructs a machine far stronger than himself; it 
is because he borrows the forces of nature. There was no 
source whence God could borrow. He must needs produce 
all those forces of nature Himself; and He sustains them. 
3d. God is one, and all the rest is produced by Him; so, 
since all the forces that exist, except His own, depend on 
Him, they cannot limit His force. Hence, itis absolutely un- 
limited, save by its own nature. And now, the exhibition of it 
already made in creationis so vast and varied, embracing (prob— 
ably) the very existence of matter, and certainly its whole or- 
ganization, the very existence of finite spirits, and all their at- 
tributes, and the government of the whole, that this power is 
practicallyto usimmense. 4th. We have found God immutable. 
Whatever He once did, He can do again. He is as able to go 
on making universes such as this indefinitely, as to make this. 
5th. He does not exist by sucession; and hence He is able to 
make two or more at once, as wellas successively. It is hard 
to conceive how power can be more infinite than this. 

Once more, God’s power must be conceived of as pri- 
marily immediate; i. e. His simple volition 
is its effectuation; and no means interpose 
between the will and the effect. Our wills 
operate on the whole external world through our members ; 
and they, often, through implements, still more external. 
But God has no members; so that we must conceive of 
His will as producing its effects on the objects thereof as 
immediately as our wills do on our bodily members. More- 
over the first exertion of God’s power must have been 
immediate; for at first nothing existed to be means. God's 
immutability assures us that the power of so acting is not lost to 
Him. The attribution of such immediate power to God does 
not deny that He also acts through “second causes.’ 

None who believe in God have ever denied to Him know- 
2. Wisdom Distin- ledge and wisdom. Wisdom is the employ- 
guished from Knowl- ment of things known, with judicious reference 
pis to proper ends. Now God is Spirit: but to 
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think, to know, to choose are the very powers of spirits. The 
universe is full of beautiful contrivances. These exhibit knowl- 
edge, wisdom, and choice, coextensive with the aggregate of 
the whole. 

But I had best pause and explain the usual distinctions 
made in God’s knowledge. His sczentia visi- 
outs, or Libera, is His knowledge of whatever 
has existence before His view; that is, of 
all that is, has been, or is decreed to be. His sczentia intelhi- 
 gentiae, or simplex (uncompounded with any volition) is His in- 
finite conception of all the possible, which He does not purpose 
to effectuate. Others add a sczentia media, which they suppose 
to be His knowledge of contingent effects including chiefly the 
future free and responsible acts of freeagents. They call it me- 
diate, because they suppose God foreknows these acts only in- 
ferentially, by means of His knowledge of their characters and 
circumstances. But Calvinists regard all this as God’s scientia 
vistouts. Letus see whether, in all these directions, God’s 
knowledge is not without limit: 

First, I begin from the simple fact that He is spiritual and 

, omnipotent First Cause. All being save His 

eae from God's Own is the offspring of His will. Grant a God, 
: and the doctrine of a providence is almost 
self-evident to the reason. This refers not only phenomena of 
specific creation, but all phenomena, to God’s will. If any thing 
or event has actuality, it is because He has willed it. But now, 
can volition be conceived, in a rational spirit, except as condi- 
tioned on cognition @ przori to itself? Hence, Ist, a knowledge 
is implied in God, a priori to and coextensive with His whole 
purpose. But because this purpose (that of universal almighty 
First Cause) includes the whole that has been, is, and shall he; 
and since volition does not obscure, but fix the cognition which 
is the object thereof, God hasa sezentia visionts, embracing all 
the actual. 2nd. Will implies selection: there must be more 
in the a@-friort cognition than is in the volition. Hence 
God's sczentia simplex or knowledge of the possible, is wider 
than his sccentia vistonis. This view will be found to have 
settled the question between us and Arminians, whether God 
purposes the acts of free agents because He has foreseen their 
certain futurition, or whether their futurition is certain because 
He has purposed them. Look and see. ) 

But more popularly; all God’s works reveal marks of His 
knowledge, thought'and wisdom. But these 
works are so vast, so varied, so full of contri- 
vance, they disclose to us a knowledge prac- 
tically boundless. His infinite power implies omniscience, for 
“knowledge is power.” Certain success implies full knowledge 
of means and effects. Wesaw God is omnipresent; but He is 
spirit. Hence He knows all that is present to Him; for it is the 
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nature of spirit to know. <A parallel argument arises from God’s 
providence; (which reason unavoidably infers.) The ends which 
are subserved show as much knowledge and wisdom as the 
structure of the beings used—so that we see evidence of com- 
plete knowledge of all second causes, including reasonable agents 
and their acts. For so intimate isthe connection of: cause with 
cause, that perfect knowledge of the whole alone can certify re- 
sults from any. Here also we learn, God’s knowledge of past 
and future is as perfect as of present things; for the completion 
of far-reaching plans, surely evolved from their remote causes, 
implies the retention by God ofall the past, and the clear anti- 
cipation of all the future. Nay, what ground of certain futuri- 
tion is there, save that God purposes it? His omnipotence here 
shows that He has a complete foreknowledge; because that 
which is to be is no other than what He purposes. God’s im- 
mutability proves also His perfect knowledge of past, present, 
and future. Did He discover new things, these might become 
bases fornew purposes, or occasions of new volitions, and God 
would no longer be the same in will. God’s omniscience is im- 
plied also in all"His moral attributes; for if He does not perform 
His acts understandingly, He is not praiseworthy inthem. Last, 
our consciences reveal an intuition of God’s infinite knowledge; 
for our fears recognize Him as seeing our most secret, as well as 
our public acts. His unfading knowledge of the past is espe- 
cially pointed out by conscience; for whenever she remembers, 
she takes it for granted that God does. Thus we find God’s 
scientia vistonts is a perfect knowledge, past, present, and future, 
of all beings and all their actions, including those of moral 
agents. 

How do we infer His knowledge of the possible? A reason- 
able being must first conceive, in order to 
produce. He cannot make, save as He first 
has his own idea, to make by. God then, 
before He began to make the universe, must have had in His 
mind a conception, in all its details, of whatever He was to effect- 
uate. Let me, in passing, call your attention to a difference 
between the human and the divine imagination, which is sug- 
gested here. You are all familiar with the assertion of the 
psychologists, that our imaginations cannot create eleinents of 
conception, but only new combinations. The original elements, 
which this faculty reconstructs into new images, must first be 
given to the mind from without, through sense-perception. Thus, 
in human conception, the thing must be before the thought; but 
in God’s, the thought must have been before the thing, for the 
obvious reason, that the thing could only come into existence 
by virtue of God’s conception @ priori to any objective percep- 
tion. It is thus demonstrable, that the divine mind has this 
power, which is impossible to the human imagination. Such is 
the difference between the independent, infinite, andthe depen- 
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dent, finite spirit. But even in this contrast, we see that the 
imagination is one of man’s noblest faculties, and most god- 
like. But, toreturn: All that is now in esse, must have been 
thought by God, while only in posse, and before it existed. How 
long before? As God changes not, it must have been from eter- 
nity. There then was a knowledge of the possible. But was 
that which is now actual, the only possible before God’s thought ? 
Sovereignty implies selection; and this, two or more things 
to chose among. And unless God had before Him the ideas 
of all possible universes, He may not have chosen the one 
which, had He known more, would have pleased Hin best; His 
power was limited. In conclusion, the infatibility of all God’s 
knowledge is implied in His power. Ordinarily, he chooses to 
work only through regular second causes. But causes and ef- 
fects are so linked that any uncertainty in one jeopardizes all 
the subsequent. But we see that God is possessed of some 
way of effectuating all His will. Therefore He infallibly knows 
all causes; but each effect is inturn a cause. 

We must also believe that God knows all things intuitively 
and not deductively. A deduction is a 
discovery. To discover something implies 
previous imperfection of knowledge. God's 
knowledge, moreover, is not successive as ours is, but simulta- 
neous. Inference implies succession; for conclusion comes af- 
ter premise. 

God’s righteousness, as discoverable by reason, means, 
generally, His rectitude, and not His distrib- 
utive justice. Is He amoral being? Is His 
will regulated by right? Reason answers, yes; by justice, by 
faithfulness, by goodness, by holiness. 

First, because this character is manifest in the order of nature 

Rectitude of Go@ Which He has established. This argument 
proven by Bishop But- cannot be better stated than in the method 
ler. of Bishop Butler. 1. Godis Governor over 
man; as appears from the fact that in a multitude of cases, He 
rewards our conduct with pleasures and pains. For 
the order of Nature, whether maintained by God’s 
present providence, or impressed on it at first only, is God’s do- 
ing; its rewards are His rewarding. 2. The character of proper 
rewards, and especially punishments, appears clearly in these 
traits. They follow acts, though pleasant inthe doing. They 
sometimes tarry long, and at last fall violently. After men have 
gone certain lengths, repentance and reform are vain, &c. 3. 
The reward and penalties of society go to confirm the conclu- 
sion, because they are of God's ordaining. Second; This 
God’s rule is moral; because the conduct which earns well-being 
is virtuous; and ill-being, sinful. True remedial processes,such 
as repentance, reform, have their peculiar pains; but these are 
chargeable rather to the sin, than the remedy. True again; the 
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wicked sometimes prosper; but natural reason cannot but re- 
gard this as an exception, which future awards will right. Fur- 
ther: Society (which is God’s ordinance,) usually rewards virtue 
and punishes vice. Love of approbation is instinctive; but 
God thus teaches men most generally toapprove the right. And 
last: How clear the course of Nature makes God’s approval of 
the right appear, is seen in this; that all virtuous societies tend 
to self-perpetuation in the long run, and all vicious ones to self- 
extinction. Third: Life is full of instances of probation, as 
seed-time for harvest, youth for old age, which indicates that 
man is placed under a moral probation here. 

But a most powerful argument for God’s rectitude is that 
presented by the existence of conscience in 
man. Its teachings are universal. Do some 
deny its intuitive authority, asserting it to be 
only a result of habit or policy ? It is found to bea universal 
result; and this proves that God has laid in us some intentional 
foundation forthe result. Now, whatever, the differences of 
moral opinion, the peculiar trait of conscience is that it always 
enjoins that which seems to the person right. It may be disre- 
garded ; but the man must think, if he thinks at all, that in do- 
ing so, he has done wrong. The act it condemns may give pleas- 
ure; but the wickedness of the act, if felt at all, can only give 
pain. Conscience is the imperative faculty. Now if God had 
not conceived the moral distinction, He could not have im- 
printed it on us. But is His will governed by it? Does he not, 
from eternity, know extension as an object of thought, an attri- 
bute of matter; and sin, as a quality of the rebel creature ? 
Yet He Himself is neither extended, nor evil. The reply is: 
since God has, from eternity, had the idea of moral distinc- 
tion, whence was it is derived, save from His own perfection? 
In what being illustrated, if not in Himself? But more, con- 
science is God’s imperative in the human soul. This is its pe- 
culiarity among rational judgments. But since God implanted 
conscience, its imperative is the direct expression of His will, 
that man shallact righteously. But when we say, that every 
known expression of abeing’s willis for the right, this is vir- 
tually to say that he wills always righteously. The King’s char- 
acter is disclosed in the character of his edicts. 

God’s truth and faithfulness are evinced by the same argu- 
ments; and by these, in addition. Thestructure of our senses 
and intelligence, and the adaptation of external nature thereto, 
are His handiwork. Now, when. our senses and understanding 
are legitimately used, their informations are always found, 
so far as we have opportunity to test them, correspondent to 
reality. One sense affirms the correctness of another. Senses 
confirm seasonings, and vice versa. Last, unless we can po tu- 
late truth in God, there is no truth anywhere. For our laws of 
perception and thought being His imprint, if His truth cannot be 
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relied on, their truth cannot, and universal skepticism is the result. 

“ The world is full of the -goodness of the Lord.’ I only 
aim to classify the evidences that God is be- 
nevolent. And Ist, generally: since God is 
the original Cause of all things, all the happiness amidst His 
works is of His doing; and therefore proves His benevolence. 
But more definitely ; the natures ofall orders ofsentient beings,if 
not violated, are constructed, in the main, to secure their appro- 
priate well-being. Instance the insect, the fish,the bird, the ox, the 
man. 3d. Many things occur in the special providence of God 
which show Him benevolent; such as providing remedial 
medicines, &c., for pain, and special interpositions in danger. 4th. 
God might, compatibly with justice, have satisfied Himself with 
so adapting external nature to man’s senses and mind as to 
make it minister to his being and intelligence, and thus secure 
the true end of his existence, without, in so doing, making it 
pleasant to his senses.» Our food and drink might have nour- 
ished us, our senses of sight and hearing might have informed 
us, without making, food sweet, light beautiful, and sounds me- 
lodious to us. And yet appetite might have impelled usto use’ 
our senses and take our food. Such, in a word, is God’s good- 
ness, that He turns aside tostrew incidental enjoyment. The 
more unessential these are to His main end, the stronger the 
argument. 5th. God has made all the beneficent emotions,love 
sympathy, benevolence, forgiveness, delightful in their exercise ; 
and allthe malevolent ones, as resentment, envy, revenge, pain- 
ful to their subjects; thus teaching us that He would have us 
propagate happiness and diminish pain. Last: Conscience,which 
is God’s imperative, enjoins benevolence on us as one duty,when- 
ever compatible with others. Benevolence is therefore God's 
will; and doubtless, He who wills us to be so, is benevolent 
Himself. 

No Pagan theist ever has doubted God’s providence. You 
may refer me to the noted case of the Epicureans; they were 
practical atheists. Their notion that it was derogatory to the 
blessedness and majesty of the godsto be wearied with terres- 
tial affairs, betrays in one word a false conception of the divine 
perfections. Fatigue, confusion, worry, are the result of weak- 
ness and limitation. To infinite knowledge and power the full- 
est activities are infinitely easy, and so, pleasurable. Common 
sense argues from the perfection of God, that He does uphold 
and direct all things by His Providence. His wisdom and power 
énable Him to it. His goodness and justice certainly impel 
Him to it; for it would be neither benevolent nor just, having 
brought sentient beings into existence, to neglect their welfare, 
rights and guilt. God’s wisdom will certainly prosecute those 
suitable ends for which He made the universe, by superintend- 
ing it. To have made it without an object; or, having one, to 
overlook that object wholly after the world was already made, 
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would neither of them argue a wise being. The manifest de— 
pendence of the creature confirms the argument. 

But there stands out the great fact of the existence of much 
suffering in the universe of God; andreason 
asks: “{f God is almighty, all-wise, sovereign, 
why, if benevolent, did He admit any suffer- 
ing in His world? Has He not chosen it because He is 
pleased with it pes se ? It isnoanswer tosay: God makes the suf- 
fering the means of good,and so chooses it,not for its own sake,but 
foritsresults. If He is omnipotent and all-wise, He could have pro- 
duced the same guantum of good by other means, leaving out 
the suffering. Is it replied: No, that the virtues of sympathy, 
forgiveness, patience, submission, could have had no existence 
unless suffering existed? I reply that then their absence would 
have been no blemish or lack in the creature’s character. 
It is only because there is suffering, that sympathy therewith is 
valuable. Suppose it be saidagain: “All physical evil isthe 
just penalty of moral evil,” and so necessitated by God's jus- 
tice? The great difficulty is only pushed one step farther back. 
For, while it is true, sin being admitted, punishment ought to 
follow, the question returns: Why did the Almighty permit sin, 
unless He be defective in holiness as in benevolence? It is no ¢he- 
odicee to say that God cannot always exclude sin, without infring- 
ing free-agency; for I prove, despite all Pelagians, from Celes- 
tius downwards, that God can do it, by His pledge to render 
elect angels and men indefectible for ever. Does God then choose 
sin? This is the mighty question, where a ¢heodicee has been so 
often attempted in vain. The most plausible theory is that of 
the optimist; that God saw this actual universe, though involv- 
ing evil, is on the whole the most beneficent universe, which 
was possible inthe natureof things. For they argue, in sup- 
port of that proposition: God being infinitely good and wise, 
cannot will to bring out of posse into esse, a universe which is 
on the whole, less beneficent than any possible universe. The 
obvious objections to this Beltisticschemearetwo. It assumes 
without warrant, that the greatest natural good of creation is 
God’s highest end in creating and governing the universe. We 
shall see, later in this course, how this assumption discloses 
itself asa grave error; and in the hands of the followers of 
Leibnitz and the optimists, vitiates their whole theory of morals 
and their doctrine of atonement. The other objection is, that it 
limits the power of God. Being infinite, He could have made 
a universe including a guantum of happiness equal to that in 
our universe, and exclusive of our evils. 

But there is a more legitimate and defensible hypothesis. It 
is not competent to us to say that the benefi- 
cence of result is, or of ought to be, God's 
chief ultimate end in creation and provi- 
dence. It is one of His worthy ends; this is all we should as- 
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sert. But may we not assume that doubtless there is a set of 
ends, (no man may presume to say what all the parts of that 
collective end are,) which God eternally sees to be the proper- 
est ends of His creation and providence? I think we safely 
may. Doubtless those ends are just such as they ought to be, 
with reference to all God’s perfections; and the proper infer- 
ence from those perfections is, that He is producing just such a 
universe, in its structure and management, as will, on the whole, 
most perfectly subserve that set of ends. In this sense, and no 
other, lam anoptimist. But now, let us make this all-important 
remark : When the question is raised, whether a God of infinite 
power can be benevolent in permitting natural, and holy in per- 
mitting moral evil, in His universe, the burden of proving the 
negative rests on the doubter. Wewho hold the affirmative 
are entitledto the presumption, because the contrivances of 
creation and providence are beneficent so far as we comprehend 
them. Even the physical and moral evils in the universe are ob- 
‘viously so overruled, asto bring good out of evil. (Here is the 
proper value in the argument, of the instances urged by the op- 
timist : that suffering makes occasion for fortitude and sympathy, 
&c,, &c.; and that even man’s apostacy made way for the glories 
of Redemption.) The conclusion from all these beautiful in- 
stances is, that so faras finite minds can follow them, even the 
evils tend towards the good. Hence, the presumptive proba- 
bility is in favor.of a solution of the mystery, consistent with 
the infinite perfections of God. To sustain that presumption 
against the impugner, we have only to make the hypothesis, that 
for reasons we cannot see, God saw it was not possible to sepa- 
rate the existing evils from that system which, as a whole, satis- 
fied His own properest ends. Now let the skeptic disprove that 
hypothesis! To doso, he must have omniscience. Do you say, 
I cannot demonstrate it? Very true; for neither am I omniscient: 
But I have proved that the reasonable presumption is in favor 
of the hypothesis; that it may be true, although we cannot ex- 
plain how it comes to be true. 
If the existence and moral perfections of God be admitted, 
no one will dispute that man bears moral re- 
pee: Man's Duties t0 jations to Him. This appears very simply 
from the fact that man isa moral being related 
to God as his Maker and providential Ruler. It is also inferri- 
ble from the marks of a probation, and a moral rule appearing 
in the course of nature. And it is emphatically pronounced by 
the native supremacy of conscience, commanding us to obey. 
Rational Deists as well as Natural Theologians have attempted 
to deduce the duties man owes his Creator. tis are usually 
(on grounds sufficiently obvious) summed up as: 1. Love, with 
reverence and gratitude; 2. Obedience; 3. Penieaces 4. Wor- 
ship. Therule of obedience, is, of course, in natural religion, 
the law of nature in-the conscience. 
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1. What use is attempted, of the physical doctrine of the ‘Correlation of 
Forces,” by recent Materialists? ; 
2. State and refute the theory which seeks to identify animal life with vegetable, 
in protoplasm. 
3. Show the connection between Materialism and Atheism; and the moral 
results of the latter. See, 
Hodge’s Systematic Theology, Vol. i, pp. 246 to 299. Turrettin Locus v. Qu. 
14th. Lay Sermons of Dr. Th. Huxley. Dr. Stirling on ‘‘ Physical Basis of 
Life.” Dr. Thomas Brown, Lectures, 96th. 
LD Thomas Brown, in his Lectures, very properly remarks, 
that the question of man’s immortality is involved with that 
of the immateriality of his soul. There. is, in- 
deed, a small class of materialists, who might 
old man’s immortality, without contradicting 
themselves. Itis that which, like Thomas Jefferson, believed 
that the soul, while distinct from the body, and an independent, 
personal substance and monad, is some refined species of matter. 
They are willing to recognize only one kind of substance. But 
modern. materialists usually deny that there is any such separate 
substance as soul. They regard its functions, whether of intelli- 
gence, feeling, or volition, as all results of some organization of 
matter. They consequently believe, that when dissolution separ- 
ates the body into its elements, what men call the soul is as ab- 
solutely obliterated, as is the colour or fragratice or form of a 
rose, when its substance has mouldered into dust. We utterly 
deny both forms of materialism. My purpose at this time is to 
consider aclass of arguments, now again current, which may be 
called the physical arguments, upon the nature of life and spirit. 
The psychological arguments, if | may so term them, will be 
presented afterwards. 
We have seen how evolutionists seek to identifiy human, 
with animal life; by supposing man to have 
Does Correlation of been slowly evolved even from the lowest 
Forces prove Soul a : 
Force only ?' form of animated creatures. If the success of 
this be granted, then only one more step will 
remain. This will be to identify animal, with vegetable life. 
Thus, all evidence of any separate substance of life, (anima) 
will be removed. This last step, Dr. Huxley, for instance, 
undertakes to supply, in his Physical Basis of Life. Before we 
proceed to state this theory, however, the way must be prepared, 
by exposing the use attempted to be made of the modern physi- 
cal doctrine of the “correlation of forces.” 
Sound reflection would seem to indicate, that when a given 
physical force appears, it does not rise ex mihilo, and does not 
suffer annihilation when it seems to end. Itis transmuted into 
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some other form of force. Thus: in the boiler of a steam-en- 
gine, so many degrees of caloric absorbed into a given volume of 
water, evolve so many pounds’ weight of lifting force. In like 
manner, it is now supposed that light, heat, electricity, chemical 
affinity, are all correlated. If we knew enough of physics, it is 
supposed we should find, that one of these forces might always 
be measured in terms of the others. When one of them seems 
to disappear, it is because it is transmuted into some other. 
The doctrine, in this sense, is held by many Christian physicists : 
and in this form, Theology has nothing to do with it either for 
denial or affrmation. But recent materialists catch at it for an 
anti-theological use. They would have us infer from it, that all 
physical causes are: identical. Then, say they, this analogy 
should lead us to conclude the same of what have hitherto been 
called vital causes; that in short, there is but one cause in Nature, 
and that is of the nature of force; while all effects are accord- 
ingly of the nature of material motion. Thus, the converging 
lines of science, say they, point to a central Force, as the only 
God, which the rational man will accept. All the universe is 
the one substance (if it be a substance) matter. And all effects 
are forms of material motion, molecular or in masses. 

It is obvious that this is at best, but a vague speculation. 
I deny that its basis in physical science has 
been solidly settled, even could we grant that 
the use made of that basis was not utterly 
licentious. Has the force of gravity been yet correlated with 
heat, light and electricity? It seems fatal to such an idea, that 
a mass still has the same gravity, while its calorific and electrical 
conditions are most violently changed! It may well be doubted, 
whether the force of mechanical adhesion between the atoms of 
homogeneous solids, is identical with chemical affinity, or with 
electricity, or heat. 

The latter diminishes the atomic adhesion of solid iron, or 
gold, reducing it to a liquid? But atthe same time it increases 
the cohesion of clay. 

Again: That this hypothesis in its extreme form, is by no 
means proved, appears from the ease with which a counter-hypo- 
thesis may be advanced, which physicists are not able absolutelv 
to exclude. Let it be supposed that material forces are perma- 
nent properties of the different kinds of matter in which they 
severally inhere. Let it be supposed that these forces are truly 
distinct from each other, and intrinsically ever present, in the 
sense of being always ready to act. Then, all that is needed to 
cause the action of a given force, is to release it from the coun- 
ter-action of some other force; which has hitherto counterpoised 
it, thus producing for the time, a non-action which appeared to 
be rest. Then, every physical effect would be the result of a 
concurrence of two or more forces; and each force would for- 
ever maintain intrinsically, its distinct integrity. This hypoth- 
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esis has very plausible supports in a number of physical facts; 
and it is in strict accordance withthe metaphysics of causation. 
But, not to intrude into physics: we might grant the identity of 
these forces of dead matter, and yet deny that they are correlat- 
ed to vitality. No one has ever succeeded in transmuting any 
of them into vital causation, nor in measuring vitality in the 
terms of any of these forces. To say that allthought and voli- 
tion are attended by muscular contractions, and oscillations of 
the nerve-matter of the brain, is very far from showing that they 
constitute them. Let it be proved that the nerve-force in a hu- 
man muscle is electrical. Let it be observed that surprise, 
shame, fear, or muscular exertion, stimulate the animal heat, and 
that the caloric in a blush upon the cheek of youth is as literally 
caloric as that in the boiler of a steam-engine. To what does 
all this come? Who or what uses these modifications of organs? 
The living spirit. This muscular action is quiescent at one time, 
active at another, at the bidding of spirit. The eyes and ears 
may carry to that spirit the objective sensations which are the 
occasions of emotion; but the emotion is always from within. 
Let the state of the living spirit be changed: and the occasional 
cause has no more power to raise the glow of hot blood, or to 
nerve the arm, than in a stone. Asa Christian writer has well 
replied: the attempt to identify vital, or spiritual causation with 
material forces would be exploded by this one instance. Let 
opprobrious words be addressed to a plain Briton in the French 
language: and no pulse is quickened, no nerve becomes tense. 
Now translate the insult into English: at once his cheek burns, 
and his arm is nerved to strike. Why this? The French words 
were as audible as the English, they vibrated to the same degree 
upon the auditory nerves. But to the spirit of the Briton, there 
was no meaning. A mere zdea has made all this difference. 
The cause is solely in a mental modification, of which the 
material phenomenon was merely occasion. Tyndal himself 
confesses that this argument of the materialists is naught: that 
though they had proved all they profess to prove, there is an 
unbridged chasm between force and life. 

For, in the next place, physical force and vital causation 
are heterogeneous. The former, in all its 
phases, is unintelligent, involuntary, measu- 
rable by weight and velocity, and quantity 
of matter affected, producing motion, mechanical or. molecular, 
and tending to equilibrium. All animal life has some species of 
spontaneity. Spirit, as a cause, has the unique attribute of 
free-agency, the opposite of zvertia, self-active, directive. Mind 
and its modifications cannot be measured in any physical terms 
or quantities; and hence they cannot be correlated. Volition 
controls or directs force; is not transmuted into it. If we de- 
scend to the lowest forms of animal vitality, we still find a gulf 
between it and dead matter, which science never has passed 
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over. No man has ever educed life, without the use of a germ- 
inal vital cause. This vital cause, again, resists the material 
forces. When it departs, caloric and chemical affinities resume 
their sway .over the matter of the body lately living, as over 
any similar matter; but as long as the vital cause is present, it 
is directly antagonistic to them. 

Huxley, who himself admits that there is no genesis of life 

__ from dead matter, yet very inconsistently at- 
agri pcce ia tempts to find a physical basis of life, com 
asis of Life? Peay » common 
to animals and plants, in a substance whose 
molecules are chemically organized, which he calls protoplasm. 
He asserts that this, however varied, always exhibits a three- 
fold unity, of faculty, of form and of substance. ist. The fac- 
ulties are alike in all; contractility, alimentation, and reproduc- 
tion. All vegetable things are. sensitive plants, if we knew 
them! and the difference of these functions in the lowest plant 
and highest animal, is only one of degree! 2nd. Protoplasm 
is everywhere identical in molecular form. And, 3d. Its sub- 
stance is always oxygen, hydrogen, nitrogen and carbon. The 
fate, then, of all protoplasm is death: that is, dissolution into 
its four elements; and its origin is the chemical union of the 
same. Does the compound display properties very different 
from the elements? So has water properties very unlike the 
mixture of two volumes of oxygen and hydrogen gas. Yet, 
the electric spark flashed through them awakens the chemical 
affinity, which makes water. So, a little speck of pre-existing 
protoplasm causes these dead elements to arrange themselves 
into new protoplasm. There is, then, no more cause to assume 
in the living organisrn, a new and mysterious cause, above that 
of chemical affinity, and to name it vitality! than in the other 
case, an imaginary property of ‘aquosity.’ And, as a certain 
chemical ageregation of the four elements is protoplasm, the 
basis of all life ; so the higher vital functions, including those of 
mind, must be explained by the same force, acting in a more 
complicated way. 

For the facts which explode ree theory, we are, of course, 
dependent on physiologists. The most: ex- 
perienced of them, then, declare that the most 
rudimental vitalized organism which the mi- 
croscope discloses, is not Dr. Huxley’s protoplasm, but a living 
tissue cell, with its vital power of nutrition and reproduction. 
That all protoplasm, or living prozezn, is not alike in form, nor 
in constituent elements; and so marked is this, that microscop- 
ists know the different sources of these varieties of protein, by 
their appearance. That. different vitalities construct different 
forms of protein out of the same elements. That some forms 
are utterly incapable of being nourished by some other forms ; 
which should not be the case, were all protoplasm the same. 
That while vegetable vitality can assimilate dead matter, animal 
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vitality can only assimilate matter which has been prepared for 
it it by vegetable (or animal) vitality. And, that all protoplasm 
is not endowed with contractility ; so that the pretended basis 
for auimal motion does not exist in it. 

The seemingly plausible point in this chemical theory of 
life is the attempted parallel between the 
production of water and of protoplasm. 
Asks Huxley: ‘Why postulate an imagin- 
ary cause, ‘vitality,’ in this case, rather than ‘aquosity,’ over 
and above chemical affinity, in the other?” The answer is, 
that this analogy is false, both as to the causes and the effects, 
in the two cases. In the production of water from the two 
gases, the occasion is the electrical spark; the real, efficient 
cause is the affinity of the oxygen for the hydrogen. In the 
reproduction of living tissue, the efficient cause is a portion of 
préexisting living tissue, present, of the same kind. The proof 
is, that if this be absent, all the chemical affinities and electri- 
cal currents in the world are vain. The elements of a living 
tissue are held together, not by chemical affinities, but by a 
cause heterogeneous thereto, yea, adverse; the departure of 
which is the signal for those affinities to begin their action; 
which action is to break up the tissue. As to the effects in the 
two cases: Inthe production of water, the electric spark is 
the occasion for releasing the action of an affinity, which pro- 
duces a compound substance. In the case of the living organ- 
ism, there is an effect additional to composition: This is “fe. 
Here, I repeat, is an effect wholly in excess of the other case, 
which affinity cannot imitate. Protoplasm dead, and subject to 
the decomposing action of affinities (as water is of the metals) 
is the true analogue of water. 

But this theory has another defect, the fatal nature of which 
Huxley himself has pointed out: the defect 
of actual verification. No man has ever 
communicated life to dead, compounded matter. Let the ma- 
terialist make a living animal in his chemical laboratory; then 
only will his hypothesis begin to rise out of the region of mere 
dreams. There are, in fact, four spheres or worlds of creature 
existence, the inorganic, or mineral, the vegetable, the animal 
and the human, or spiritual. Notwithstanding analogies be- 
tween them (which are just what reason expects between the 
different works of the same divine Architect) they are separa- 
ted by inexorable bounds. No man has ever changed mineral 
matter into a vegetable structure, without the agency of a pre- 
existent living germ; nor vegetable matter into animal, without 
a similar animal germ; nor animal into spiritual, save by the 
agency of the birth of a rational soul. The scientific, as much 
as the theological conclusion, is: That there is in vegetable 
structures, a distinct, permanent cause, additional to those which 
combine mineral bodies; that there is another in the animal, 
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distinct from the mineral and vegetable; and still another in 
the spiritual, distinct from the other three. The inference is a 
posteriori, and bears the test of every canon of sound induction. 
This suggests our next point of reply. There is, in living 
tissue, a something more than the physical 
causes which organize it: Destgn. Wehave 
diverse and ingenious organs, wonderfully 
designed for their different essential functions. Now, design is 
a thought! Yea, more; intentional adaptation discloses a per- 
sonal volition. Suppose that molecular and chemical affinities 
could make “ protoplasm,’ can they educe design, thought, 
wisdom, choice? Dr. Stirling admirably illustrates this licen- 
tious assumption of Huxley, (referring still to Paley’s illustration 
of a newly found watch): ‘ Protoplasm breaks up into carbon, 
hydrogen, oxygen, nitrogen? True. The watch breaks up 
similarly into brass, steel, gold and glass. The loose materials 
of the watch [even its chemical materials, if you will] replace 
its weight quite as accurately as the constituents, carbon, &c., 
replace the weight of the ‘protoplasm.’ But neither these nor 
those replace the vanished idea, which was the important ele- 
ment. Mr. Huxley saw no break in the series of steps in 
molecular complication; but, though not molecular, it is diffi- 
cult to understand what more striking, what more absolute 
break could be desired, than the break into an idea. It is of 
that break alone that we think in the watch; and it is of that 
break alone that we should think, in the protoplasm, which, far 
more cunningly, far more rationally, constructs a heart, or an 
eye, oranear. That is the break of breaks; and explain it as 
we may, we shall never explain it by molecules.” 
Here, then, is a fatal chasm in the materialistic scheme. 
It not only supposes, falsely, that chemical affinities, with cohe- 
sion, can account for living substance; but that the force of 
this ‘protoplasm,’ unintelligent, blind, involuntary, has exerted 
thought, wisdom and rational choice in selecting ends and 
adapted means. Even if the powers claimed for ‘protoplasm’ 
were granted, still a Creator, to give us the first protoplasm 
with which to start, would be as essential as ever. For the 
scientific fact still remains, that only living structures reproduce 
living structures. : 
Last: See these words of Huxley, (* Lay Sermons” p. 38): 
“But I bid you beware that, in accepting these conclu- 
; sions”’ (as to ‘protaplasm’) ‘you are plac- 
een Material- ing your feet on the first rung of a ladder 
which, in most people’s estimation, is the 
reverse of Jacob’s, and leads to the antipodes of heaven. It 
may seem a small thing to admit, that the dull, vital actions of 
a fungus or a foraminifer are phe properties ”’ ‘(meaning chem- 
ical and molecular) “of their protoplasm, and are the direct 
results of the nature of the matter of which they are com- 
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posed. But if, as I have endeavored to prove to you, their 
protoplasm is identical with, and most readily converted into, 
that of any animal, I can discover no logical halting place 
between the admission that such is the case, and the concession 
that all vital action may, with equal propriety, be said to be 
the result of the molecular forces of the protoplasm which 
displays it. And if so, it must be true, in the same sense, and 
to the same extent, that the thoughts to which I am now giving 
utterance, and your thoughts regarding them, are expressions 
of molecular in that matter of life, which is the source of other 
vital phenomena.” 

This pretended reasoning I present to you as a specimen 
of the absurd and licentious methods by which the attempt is 
made to overthrow at once the almost universal convictions of 
rational men, and the declarations of God’s word. The con- 
clusions I utterly deny, even if the premises were granted. If 
it were proved (which is not) that vegetable life was no more 
than the result of adhesion and chemical affinity, this would 
come wholly short of the identification of animal life with veg- 
etable. If rudimental animal life were identified with chem- 
ical action, this would be utterly short of proving that mental 
action is identical with the other two. The chasm between 
animal and spiritual action, is as impassable as ever. As we 
have seen, the unconscious, vegetable organism contains, in its 
adaptation to its end, a mark of thought about it, which can- 
not be overlooked. But now, the intelligent being has thought 
in it also; making a double and an insuperable difficulty to the 
materialist. For thought and rational choice cannot possibly 
be referred to a substance extended, inert, passive and invol- 
untary. These functions of spirit are heterogeneous with all 
other forcés, not measured by them, and not capable of trans- 
mutation into them. But we are now upon the threshold of 
the psychological argument against materialism. 

The tendency of Dr. Darwin’s speculations is to obliterate 
the distinction between man and the brutes; thus it virtually 
makes man also a beast. But Huxley would have us end by 
reducing both beast and man to the level of the clod. Why 
is it that any mind possessed even of the culture necessary for 
the construction of these theories, does not resent the unspeak- 
able degradation which they inflict upon mankind? Men 
would not thus outrage their own natures, without an inter- 
ested motive. That motive probably is, to be emancipated 
from moral obligation to God, and to escape those immortal 
responsibilities which remorse foreshadows. It seems a fine 
thing to the sinful mind to have no omniscient Master, to be 
released from the stern restraints of law, to be obliged to no 
answer hereafter for conscious guilt. For if there is no spirit 
in man, there is no valid evidence to us that there is a Spirit 
anywhere in the universe. God and immortality are both 
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blotted out together. But let us see whether even the sinner 
has any motive of self-interest to say in his heart: ‘There is 
no God; whether atheism is not*at least as horrible as hell. 
The best hope of materialism is annihilation. This is a 
destiny terrible to man, even as he is, con- 
scious of guilt, and afraid of his own future. 
Does the materialist plead that, if this fate 
ends all happiness, it is at least an effectual shield against all 
misery? I reply, that the destruction of man’s being is a true 
evil to him, just to the extent that he ever experienced or 
hoped any good from his own existence. How strong is the 
love of life? Just so real and so great is the evil of extinction. 
Second: but for guilt and fear, a future immortality would be 
hailed by any living man as an infinite boon. And of this, 
annihilation would rob us. How base and vile is that theory 
of existence, which compels a rational free-agent to embrace 
the hope of an infinite loss, solely as a refuge from his own 
folly and fault? The vastness of the robbery of self can be 
poorly cloaked by the miserable fact, that the soul has so 
played the fool and traitor to its own rights, that it has com- 
pelled itself to seek the infinite loss of annihilation, rather than 
an alternative still worse! 
But materialism and atheism do not make you sure of 
annihilation: A conscious identity continued 
anes Theory Miser- through so many stages and changes, may 
continue in spite of death. Some material- 
ists have devoutly believed in immortality. But if man is 
immortal, and has no God, this itself is eternal despair. Nor 
can any materialistic theory expel from the soul those immor- 
tal realities, sin, guilt, accountability, remorse, misery: for they 
are more immediately testified by our intuitions, than any 
physical fact possibly can be, which men attempt to employ as 
a datum for this soulless philosophy. At least, when death 
comes, that “most wise, mighty, and eloquent orator” dispels 
the vain clouds of materialism, and holds the sinner face to 
face with these realities, compelling him to know them as solid 
as his own conscious existence. But now,.if his theory is true, | 
there is no remedy for these miseries of the soul. There is no 
God omnipotent to cleanse and deliver. There is no Redeemer 
in whom dwell the divine wisdom, power, love and truth, for 
man’s rescue. The blessed Bible, the only book which ever 
even professed to tell fallen man of an adequate salvation, is 
discredited. Providence and grace are banished out of the 
existence of helpless, sinful man. There is no object to whom 
we can address prayer in our extremity. In place of a personal 
God and father in Christ, the fountain and exemplar of all love 
and beneficence, to whom we can cry in prayer, on whom we 
may lean in our weakness aud anguish, who is able and willing 
to heal depravity and wash away guilt, who is suited to be our 
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adequate portion through an eternal existence, we are left face 
to face with this infinite nature, material, impersonal, reason- 
less, heartless. There is no supreme, rational or righteous 
government; and when the noblest sentiments of the soul are 
crushed by wrongs so intolerable, that their perpetual triumph 
is felt to be an alternative as hateful as death, there is not, nor 
shall there ever be, to all eternity, any appeal to compensating 
justice! But our only master and ruler is an irresistible, blind 
machine, revolving forever by the law of a mechanical neces- 
sity; and the corn between.-its upper and nether millstones, is 
this multitude of living, palpitating human hearts, instinct with 
their priceless hopes, and fears, and affections, and sensibilities, 
writhing and bleeding forever under the remorseless grind. 
The picture is as black as hell itself! -He who is “without 
God in the world” is “without hope.” Atheism is despair. 
Materialism and atheism will never win a permanent vic- 
tory over’ the human mind; the most they 
we Scheme Short- can do is to betray a multitude of unstable 
souls to their own perdition, by flattering 
them with future impunity in sin; and to visit upon Christen- 
dom occasional spasms of anarchy and crime. With masses 
of men, the latter result will always compel these schemes to 
work their own speedy cure. For, on their basis, there can be 
no moral distinction, no right, no’ wrong, no rational, obligatory 
motive, no rational end save immediate, selfish and animal 
good, and no rational restraints on human wickedness. The 
consistent working of materialism would turn all men into 
beasts of prey, and earth into pandemonium. The partial 
establishment of the doctrine immediately produces mischiefs 
so intolerable, that human society refuses to endure them. 
Besides this, the soul of man is incapable of persistent materi- 
alism and atheism, because of the inevitable action of those 
original, constitutive laws of thought and feeling, which qualify 
it as a rational spirit. These regulative laws of thought cannot 
be abolished by any conclusions which result from themselves, 
for the same reason that streams cannot change their own 
fountains. The sentiment of religion is omnipotent in the end. 
‘We may rest in assurance of its triumph, even without appeal- 
ing to the work of the Holy Ghost, whom Christianity promises 
as the omnipotent coadjutor of the truth. While irreligious 
men explore the facts of natural history for fancied proofs of a 
creation by evolution which omits a Creator, the heralds of 
Christ will continue to lay their hands upon the heart-strings of 
immortal men, and find there always the forces to overwhelm 
unbelief. Does the materialist say that the divine deals only 
with things spiritual? But spiritual consciousnesses are more 
stable than all his material masses; than his primitive granite. 
Centuries hence, (if man shall continue in his present state so 
long) when these current theories of unbelief shall have been 
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consigned to that /z7zbus, where Polytheism, the Ptolemaic as- 
tronomy, Alchemy and. Judicial Astrology lie contemned, 
Christianity will hold on its beneficent way. » 

There is an argument ad hominem, by which this discussion 
might be closed with strict justice. If ma- 
terialism is true, then the pretended philoso- 
pher who teaches it is a beast; and all we 
are beasts. Brute animals are not amenable to moral law; and 
if they were, it is no murder to kill a beast. But beasts act very 
consistently upon certain instincts of self-interest. Even they 
learn something by experience. But this teaches us that the 
propagator of atheistic ideas is doing intolerable mischief; for 
just so far as they have prevailed, they have let loose a flood of 
misery. Now, then, the teacher of those ideas is venomous. 
The consistent thing for the rest of us animals to do, who 
are not beasts of prey, is, to kill him as soon as he shows 
his head; just as the deer cut the rattlesnake in pieces when- 
ever they see him, with the lightning thrusts of* their sharp 
hoofs. Why is not, this conclusion perfectly just? The only 
logic which restrains it, is that Christianity which says: “Thou 
shalt not kill,’ which the atheist flouts. The only reason we do 
not treat atheists thus is, that we are not like them, atheists. 


The Atheist the en- 
emy of his kind. 
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IMMORTALITY OF THE SOUL, AND DEFECTS OF 
NATURAL RELIGION. 
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1. Show the testimony of Consciousness, Reason and Conscience to the soul’s 
spizituality. See 
Butler’s Analogy, pt. i, ch. 1, 2. Turrettin, Locus v. Qu. 14. Hodge, Theol. 
Vol. i, ch. iii, 3.4, E.. Dr.'S, ‘Clarke’s Disc.. Vol. ii, prop. 4... Dr.) Thomas 
Brown, Lec. 96, 97. Breckinridge’s Theol. Vol. i, p. 58-70. Chalmers’ Nat. 
Theol. bk. ili, ch. 3. 
2. Does Natural Theology show the immortality of the soul? See same 
authorities. 
3. Does Reason hold out any sure prospect of the pardon of our sins? 
Butler’s Analogy, pt. ii, ch. 5. University Lectures on Evidences: Dr. Van 
Zandt, pp. 43 to 51. Dr. S. Clarke as above, prop. vi. 
4. Can Natural Theology be sufficient for man’s religious welfare? How much 
evidence in the answer for the inspiration of the Bible ? 
Turrettin, Locus i, Qu. 4. Univ. Lecture by Van Zandt. Chalmers’ Nat. 
Theology, bk. v, ch. 1. Dr. S. Clarke, as above, Props. v to viii. Leland’s 
‘Necessity of Revelation,” at large. 


[N advancing to the solemn question of our immortality, I 

would remind you of the opening remark of the last 
lecture: That practically this question is in- 
volved in that of the soul’s spirituality. The 
attempts made to infer that the soul is 


1. Psychological Ar- 
gument for Spirit.. 
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xt a spirit, from certain physical theories, I there endeavored 
tv overthrow. The argument from psychological facts given us 
in our Own consciousness, now remains; and this is  obvi- 
ously the legitimate, the conclusive one. For, let the supposi- 
tion that man has a separate, immaterial spirit, be once 
brought into the debate; and of course, sensuous evidences of 
its truth or falsehood are equally out of the question, by the 
very definition of spirit as substance that is simple, monadic, 
unextended, indivisible, devoid of all sensible attributes. The 
spiritual data of consciousness are the only ones which can pos- 
sibly give conclusive evidence, for or against the proposition. 
When the physicist argues that ‘science’ (meaning thereby 
exclusively the science of sensible phenomena) “tells him noth- 
ing ot spirit,’ I reply : of course it does not. But if he uses that 
admission, to argue there is no spirit, he is precisely as prepos- 
terous, as though he should wish to decide the question whether a 
given crystal vase contains atmosphere, by remarking that his 
eye-sight does not detect any colour in the snace included in the 
vase. Uf course it does not; when the very dennition of atmosphere 
is, of a gas absolutely transparent and colorless in limited 
masses. Other faculties than eye-sight must decide the question 
of fact. So other faculties than the senses must decide whether 
there 1s a spirit in man; when the very claim of our hypothesis 
is, that this spiritual substance is wholly super-sensuous. The 
only quarrel we have with the physicists for saying “their 
science tells them of no spirit,” is against the apparent intima- 
tion that the science of sensible things is the only science! 
Let Physics observe their proper modesty, as only one branch of 
valid science; and let her recognize her elder sisters of the 
super-sensuous sphere, and we are content she shall announce 
that result. 

The great evidence of the soul’s spirituality will be found 
when inspected, intuitive. Man only knows by his own ideas, 
recognized in consciousness. The very con- 
sciousness of these implies a being, a sub- 
stance which is conscious. So that man’s 
knowledge of himself, as conscious, thinking substance is a@ 
priori to, though implicitly present in, all his other thinkings : 
That is to say; he knows his own thinking Self first, and only 
by knowing it, knows any other thing. In other words: Every 
sound mind must accept this self-evident fact; my having any 
idea, sensitive or other, implies the Ago that has it. I can only 
have perception of the objective, by assuming @ priorz, the re- 
ality of the subjective. Icannot construe to myself any mental 
state without postulating real being, a subjectum, to which the 
state may bereferred. But this thinking Self is impressed from 
without with certain states, called sensations, which we are as 
inevitably impelled to refer to objective substance, to the xox 
Ego. Now in comparing this conviction of the Ago and nox 
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fgo, a certain contrast between their attributes inevitably 
arises. The first c snviction which arises out of a thoughtful in- 
spection of the contents of consciousness, is the singleness of the 
mind. It learns the qualities of the objective by different sen- 
sations, but all sensations are inevitably referred to the same 
knowing subject. The Self who knows by touching, is always 
identical with that which knows by tasting, smelling, seeing, and 
hearing. The Self who knows by sensations is identical with 
that which reflects upon its sensations. The Self which con- 
ceives an object of emotion, is the same that feels towards that 
object. In the midst of the conscious diversity of all these 
statés of mind, there remains the inexorable consciousness of the 
singleness of the mind affected by them. But the objective al- 
ways exists before us in plurality. 

Next, we learn from sense-perception that all the objective 
is compounded. The simplest material substance is constituted 
by an aggregation of parts, and may be con- 
ceived as divided. The lightest has some 
weight; the smallest has some extension; all have some fig- 
ure. But our consciousness tells us intuitively, that the thing in 
us which thinks, feels, wills, is absolutely simple. Not only 
does this intution refer all our mental states and acts 
to one and the same thinking subject, notwithstanding their 
wide diversity. But we know that they coexist in that subject, 
without plurality or partition. We are conscious that the agent 
which conceives, is the same agent which, upon occasion of that 
concept, is affected with passion. That which hates one object 
and loves its opposite, is the same agent, nothwithstanding the 
diversity of these states. Moreover, every affection and act ofa 
mind has an absolute unity. It is impossible even to refer any 
attribute of extension to it in conception. He who endeavors 
to imagine to himselfa concept that is colored or ponderous (as 
it is a mental act) an affection that is triangular as distinguished 
from another that is circular, ajudgment that has its top and its 
bottom, a volition which may be divided by a knife or wedge 
into halves and quarters, feels inevitably that it is unspeakable 
folly. All the attributes of extension are absolutely irrelevant 
to. the mind and its acts and states. And especially is this 
thought fatal to the conclusion, that mental affections may be 
functions of organized bodies of matter; namely: that where- 
as we know all our mental affections have an absolute unity, we 
are taught by our senses, that all qualities and affections of or- 
ganisms are aggregates of similar affections or qualities of 
parts. The whiteness of a wall is the whiteness of a multitude 
of separate points in the wall. The magnetism of a metal rod 
is the aggregate of the magnetisms ofa multitude of molecules of 
metal. The properties may be literally subdivided with the 
masses. The materialistic conception receives a most complete 
and exact refutation, when we recall the multitude of ‘distinct 
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things in consciousness. If the soul is material, then it has 
some dimensions ; less, at all events than the superficies of our 
bodies. Recall now, for instance, the countless. multitude of 
ideas marked in our unconscious memory. How are they all 
distinguishably made on a surface of no more breadth? Re- 
member, that if materialism is true, the viewing of these ideas in 


conception, is a sensuous perception. How many distinct lines 


on an inch’s surface can sense perceive? That issettled with a 
geometrical exactness! How then are these countless marks 
preserved on a surface of sixty inches; or possibly, ofa fraction 
of one inch? 

Now the law of our reasoncompels us to refer this absolute 
contrast of attributes to a real difference of substance. While 
Contrasted attributes We mame the go, spzvzz, we must-call the 
imply contrasted sub- objective something else, matter. Man can- 
Seas not think at all, without virtually pre- 
dicating his thinking on the recognition of a substance that 
thinks, essentially different from the objective, a spiritual 
monad. We can only know matter, by having known mind. It 
is impossible, my Brethren, for me to impress you too strongly 
with the impregnable strength of this position against the 
materialist. It is our ‘Gibraltar. The man who thinks con- 
sistently, must always be more certain that there is mind, 
than that there is matter. Because any valid act of intelligence 
must imply an intelligent subject. And the recognition of the 
£:go which knows, is a priori, and in order to perception of an 
object known by it. If then the existence of mind is uncertain, 
the existence of anything objective is inevitably more uncertain. 
Does sense-perception seem to the materialist to give him the 
most palpable knowledge of the matter external to him? But 
he has only been enabled to construe that perception at all, so as 
to make it a datum of valid knowledge, by first crediting the 
intuition of consciousness, which reveals the perceiving Agent 
distinct from the object revealed. How unfair, how unscien- 
tific is this attempt to use intuition in its less direct, and refuse 
it in its more direct, testimonies! If she is to be trusted in her 
interpretation of the objective sensation, she is, of course, still 
more to be trusted in her subjective self-consciousness. 

Hence, pure idealism is less unphilosophical than mater- 
ialism. That outrages one class of valid intuitions; this out- 

rages two. The stress of the argument 
, which Ihave just explained, is disclosed in a 
-curious way, by the confessions of sundry 
of the modern materialists. Huxley, for instance, after 
abolishing spirit, finds himself in such difficulty, that he feels 
compelled to spiritualize matter! Thus his materialism is re- 
solved into a species of idealism, which he impotently attempts 


Substance only cog- 
nized by admitting spiri 


to connect with the metaphysics of Des Cartes. First we are 


taught that there is no such substance as spirit; but its supposed 
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functions are merely phenomena of Force, the only cause which 
materialism can recognize in nature. And then, to deliver us 
from the absurdities of this metaphysic, we are taught that there 
is no such substance as matter; but this is only an ideal some- 
thing, possibility of force! Thus reason was destroyed, to exalt 
the validity of sense-perception exclusively ; and now sense-per- 
ception is destroyed in turn, leaving us Nihilism. 
Next, I argue, that materialism contradicts our intuition of 
our own free-agency. Experience shows us two rival classes of 
effects, the corporeal being one, thought, feel- 
peCsegener refutes Ma-ino and volition the other. Now it is impos- 
sible to think an effect without an adequate 
cause. But when the reason begins to represent to itself these 
causes, it perceives an inevitable difference. The corporeal ef- 
fects are necessary; the spiritual are free. The one class is the 
result of blind force; the other is an expression of free-agency. 
Here are two heterogeneous causes, matter and spirit, acting 
the one by force, the other by free agency. 

Materialism contradicts the testimony of our moral conscious- 
ness. It teaches that matter, if a cause, is 
an involuntary and unintelligent cause. But 
we know that we are responsible ; which un- 
avoidably implies a rational spontaneity in acting. To holda 
blind, material force to a moral responsibility, is preposterous. 
But this conviction of responsibility in conscience is universal, 


Responsibility refutes 
it. 


radical, unavoidable, and intuitive. It is impossible fora man to | 


discharge his mind of it. He cannot think the acknowledged 
wrong equal to the right, and the admitted wrong-doer irre- 
sponsible for his wrong, like a rolling stone, a wave, or a flame. 
These facts of consciousness compel us to admit a substance 
heterogeneous from matter. Had man no spirit, there would be 
nothing to be accountable. Had he no God, there would be 
none to whom to be accountable. If either were true, our very 
nature would be a lie, and knowledge impossible. 

Feeble attempts are made by modern materialists to meet 
these arguments, by saying first: That consciousness is not to 
be trusted. Consciousness, say they, is incomplete. She gives 
no account of the subjective acts and states of infancy; and no 
correct account of those of the mentally diseased. She tells us 
nothing usually of the large latent stores of memory. She is 
absolutely silent as to any interaction of the nerve-system and 
the spirit; of which, if there is spirit, there must be a great 
deal. 

But to what does all this amount? Consciousness does not 
tell us all things, and sometimes tells us 
wrong? If this were granted, still the stub- 
born proposition would remain, that if we 
cannot trust consciousness, we can have no ideas. The faculty 
which they would exalt: against her, is sensation. Do the senses 
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tell us all things? Are they never deceived? Does sense give 
any perceptions, save as it is mediated to the understanding by 
consciousness? Enough of suchspecial pleadings! That con- 
sciousness reveals nothing direct of the interaction of spirit and 
nerve organs is precisely because spirit and matter are causes so 
heterogeneous—so that this fact contains one of the most con- 
clusive proofs against materialism. If ourconscious intelligence 
were only a function of nerve structures, then indeed it might be 
very natural that the function of intelligence should include, and 
should represent to us intellectually, every link of the action of 
the material nerve-force. But because conscious intelligence is 


- not a material, organic function, but is the free action of spirit, 


a cause and substance wholly heterogeneous from matter, there- 
fore it is, that just at the connecting step between nerve action 
in the sezsovium and the idea in the intelligence, and between 
the volition in the rational agent and contraction in the volun- 
tary nerve matter, there is naturally a chasm of mystery; a re- 
lation which the omniscient spirit was able to institute; but 
which sense cannot detect because the interaction is no longer 
merely material; which conscious intelligence does not construe 
to itself because it is not merely spiritual. 

Again it is said: “Grant that there must be an entity within 
us, to be the subject of consciousness, why 
may not that be “le Lrain?’ One answer 
has been given above: That while the prop- 
erties and functions of brain matter are material, qualified by 
attributes of extension; those of consciousness are spiritual, 
simple, monadic. Another answer is, that consciousness testi- 
fies that my own brain is, like other matter, objective to that in 
me which thinks. How do I know that Ihaveabrain? Bythe 
valid analogy of the testimony of anatomists, as to the skulls of 
all other living men like me. But that testimony is the witness- 
ing of a sense-perception, which that anatomist had when he 
opened those other skulls—of an objective knowledge. Hence 
I only know my brain, as objective to that which is the knowing 
agent. If I have any valid opinion about the brain, it is that this 
organ is the tustrument by which 1 think, not the £go who thinks. 
Materialists have objected that material affections have this one- 
ness to our conception; as a musical tone, the numerous series 
of successive vibrations of a chord divisible into parts. I reply, 
that the oneness is only in the perception of it. Only as it be- 
comes our mental affection, does it assume unity. Aswe trace 
the effect from the vibration of the chord to that of the air, the 
tympanum, the bony series, the aqueous humour, the fimbrated 
nerve, the series is still one of successive parts. Itis only when 
we pass from the material organ to the mind, that the phenome- 
non is no longer a series of pulses, but aunified sensation. This 
very case proves most strongly the unifying power which 
belongs to the mind alone. So, when an extended object pro- 
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duces a sensation, though the object perceived is divisible, the 
perception thereof, as a mental act, is indivisible. 

Now, the soul being another substance than the body, it is 
seen at once, that the body’s dissolution does 
not xecessarily imply that of the soul. In- 
deed, let us look beyond first impressions, and we shall see that 
the presumption is the other way. The fact that we have already 
passed from one to another stage of existence, from /@tus to in- 
fant, to child, to man, implies that another stage may await us; 
unless there be some such evidence of the soul’s dependence on 
the body for existence (as well as for contact with the external 
world,) as will destroy that presumption. But there is no such 
dependence; as appears from our experience in amputations, 
flux of bodily particles, emaciation under disease, &c. In none 
of these cases is the loss of the spirit proportioned to the bodily 
loss. This independerce is proved by the fact, that in sensation 
even, the bodily organ is merely the soul’s instrument. The eye, 
e. -g., is but its optic glass: that in sleep the soul may be active, 
while the body is passive; and chiefly, that all the higher pro- 
cesses of soul, memory, conception, imagination, reasoning, are 
wholly independent of the body. Even if the grossest repre- 
sentationist scheme of perception and thought, (that, for in- 
stance, of Hartly; or of Hobbes,) were adopted, making the 
phantasmata or species derived through the senses, the object 
of perception, still the question returns, How does the soul get 
its conception of general notions: of time, of space, of God, of 
self? Herein surely, it is independent of the body. 

It has been objected to this great argument of Bp. Butler, in 

Argument true, though recent days, and with great clamour, that the 
cerebral action attend all discoveries of modern cerebral physiology 
thoughe- discredit it. It is claimed that anatomists 
have now ascertained, that certain molecular actions in the brain 
attend what were before supposed to be abstract and independ- 
ent acts of mind, (or, as the materialist would say, constitute 
those acts,) as regularly as other molecular actions attend the 
sensuous functions of the mind. The student will see this point 
thoroughly anticipated, two hundred years before it was raised, 
by Turrettin, in the question cited in the Sy/abus. Suppose it 
true, that a certain excitement of brain-matter attends the ab- 
stract processes of the mind and the acts of its original sponta- 
neity. Is it any the less certain that in these cases, the excite- 
ment of nerve matter is consequence, and the exertion of the 
spirit’s spontaneity is cause? Surely not. Just so surely as, in 
objective perception, the presentation of the new sense-idea in 
the intelligence follows the excitement of the nerve matter, in 
the order of causation; so surely, in the case of spontaneous 
thought, feeling and volition, the spiritual action precedes the 
action of the nerve matter (if there is such action,) in the order 
of causation. So that, in the sense of Bp. Butler's argument, 
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these acts of soul are independent of bodily action still. The 
clamour which has been made by materialists here, is a good in- 
stance of modern ignorance or oblivion of the history of opin- 
ion. Suppose the recent doctrine of the physiological “ cere- 
bration of ideas” be proved universal as to all the soul’s acts, 
what have we, more than the hypothesis of Hartley, which 
made sensations “ vibrations,” and concepts “vibratiuncles,” in 
a nervous substance? No competent philosopher of the past 
regarded that hypothesis, whether granted or refuted, as afford- 
ing any sufficient account of the facts of consciousness. But 
the very attempt to employ the hypothesis thus has been the 
laughing-stock of science. 

Here again, materialists have objected, that the cases of 
mental imbecility in infancy and dotage, and 
of mania or lunacy, seem to show a strict 
dependence of soul on body, if not an iden- 
tity. In dotage, is not the mind, like the body, tottering to its 
extinction? If our theory of monadic spirit were true, would 
mental disease be possible? I reply, that strictly speaking, spirit 
is not essentially or organically diseased. It is the bodily 
organ of its action, which is deranged, or weakened. Bear in 
mind, that though there are undoubted processes of thought 
independent of the body, sexsatzons form the larger portion of 
our subjects of thought and volition. Now, remember that the 
soul is subject to the law of kadzt ; and we shall easily see that 
where, through the disease of the bodily organs, the larger num- 
ber of the objects of its action are distorted, the balance of its 
working may be disturbed, and yet the soul’s substance undis- 
eased. That this is the correct explanation is confirmed by 
what happens in dreams; the mind’s action is abnormal; it is 
because the absence of sensations has changed the balance of 
its working. Let the body awake, and the ordinary current of 
sensations flow aright, and the mind is at once itself. Again, in 
lunacy and dotage, ideas gained by the mind before the bodily 
disease or decline took place, are usually recalled and used by the 
mind correctly ; while more recent ones are either distorted, or 
wholly evanescent. Finally, while it is inconsistent to ascribe 
an organic disease to that which is not organized, a functional 
derangement does not seem wholly out of the question. 

It appears then, that the thinking monad is independent of 

Only death known is the body for its existence. Impressive as are 
dissolution. The soul the changes of bodily dissolution, they con- 
sinple, tain no philosophic ground for denying the 
conclusion drawn from the experience of the soul’s existence 
through so many moments and somany changes. But the phe- 
nomenon of death itself suggests a powerful analogy to show 
that the soul will not die. What is death? * It is but separation 
of parts. When we examine all the seemingly destructive pro- 
cesses of nature, combustion, decomposition, we find no atom 
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of matter annihilated; they only change their collocations. 
There is no proof that God ever destroys anatom. The soulis 
a spiritual atom; why suppose it is destroyed? The only death 
is dissolution; the soul cannot dissolve. And this is my con- 
ception of its immortality; not a self or necessary existence, 
but the absence of all intrinsic ground of decay, and of all pur- 
pose in its Maker to extinguish its being. 

But, objects the materialist: The same reasonings would 
prove the immortality of brutes. They 
have processes of memory, association and 
volition, from which the same conclusion of 
the presence in them of simple, spiritual substance, would follow. 
They might argue from their consciousness of mental states, the 
same necessary distinction between the subject and object. 
They also have a species of spontaneity. 

I reply, that this is an objection ad ignorantiam. Where is 
the necessary absurdity, should it be that brutes have spirits ? 
Itemight contradict many prejudices; but I see not what prin- 
ciple of established truth. If it is no just logic to say, that our 
premises may or may not contain conclusions of an unknown 
nature; when the question is, whether they do not contain this 
known and unavoidable conclusion, the spirituality of man. 
The nature of the mental processes of the higher brutes, espe- 
cially, is very mysterious. It seems most probable that their 
spirits differ from man’s chiefly in these two traits: the absence 
of all moral ideas and sentiments, and the inability to construe 
the contents of their own consciousness rationally. And these 
two are the most essential to a rational personality. The moral 
arguments for immortality then, which are the most conclusive 
in man’s case, and those from the indefinite perfectibility of his 
mental powers, are all lacking in the case of the brute. What 
God chooses to do with this principle in the brute, which is the 
seat of instinct, appetite, perception, memory, passion, and per- 
haps of judgment, when the body dies, Natural Theology is 
unable to tell us. Only when we come to Revelation, do we 
learn that “the spirit of the brute goeth downward, while the 
spirit of man goeth upward.” Ignorance here is no argument 
against the results of positive knowledge elsewhere. 

The well known argument for a future existence from God’s 
righteousness, compared with the imperfect 
distribution of awards here, need not be 
elaborated. All your books state it. It is 
conclusive. An objection has, indeed, been urged: That if the 
awards are so unequal, no evidence remains of God’s perfect 
rectitude; and so the former premise is lost. I reply: The 
course of temporal providence is neither the only, nor chief 
proof of God’s rectitude. Conscience demonstrates that attri- 
bute, without the light of observation. Further: while the 
awards are not exact, they approximate exactness here, showing 
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that it is God’s nature to be, finally, strictly just, And last, the 
inequalities of awards are explained consistently with God’s rec- 
titude by this: that they give scope for man’s fortitude and sym- 
pathy, and for God’s long suffering. 

Conscience, apprehending God’s justice, gives us a differ- 
ent and an instinctive proof of a future ex- 
istence. Remorse for sins does by no means 
verge towards its termination, as death approaches; but recruits 
its fury. If the soul could apprehend this life as its only exis- 
tence, at the conscious approach of death, remorse would relax 
its grasp; and at the expiring breath, would release the crimi- 
nal, as having paid the debt of justice. We find in the dying 
conscience an inevitable and universal recognition of its immor- 
tality. 

The ancient,and some modern, moralists, attached much 
importance to man’s longing for existence, 
horror of extinction, and hopes in the future. 
I cannot but feel, with Dr. Brown, that these lack weight. Is 
not this horror of extinction resolvable into that love of life 
which we share with the animals? Hope does, indeed, ever fly 
before us, to the end. But it is not as much a hope of sensual 
or worldly good, as of spiritual? But should we infer from 
these premises, that a brute’s or a man’s animal existence will 
be perpetual, we should err. 

I find a more solid argument in man’s capacity to know 

Aree irtiel Gapact and serve God, and in his capacity of indefi- 
ties formed for immor- nite mental and moral improvement. God’s 
tality. motive for creating, must have been from 
Himself; because, when He began, nothing else existed whence 
to draw it. He must, therefore, have sought, in creation, to 
satisfy and glorify His own perfections. Natural Theology tells 
us of no rational creatures, save men. Should there ever be a 
time when there are no rational creatures in the universe, there 
would be no recipients of God’s spiritual goodness, and none to 
comprehend His glory. To have no eyes to behold the light, is 
virtually to quench it. Can we then believe that the only crea- 
ture capable of knowing and enjoying Him shall perish so soon 
—perish, as to the majority of our race, before they understand 
Him at all? But again, man, unlike all other sentient creatures, 
is capable of indefiniteimprovement. The ox, the elephant, the 
horse, soon reaches the narrow limits of its intelligence; and 
these, the same fixed by the common instincts of its race, for its 
progenitors. The first bee built its cells as artistically as those 
of this “enlightened century.” But man can make almost in- 
definite advancements. And when he has taken all the strides 
between a Newton or a Washington, and a naked Australian, 
there is no reason, save the narrow bounds of his. mortal life, to 
limit his farther progress. Further: it is precisely in his mental 
and moral powers, that the room for growth exists. His muscu- 


Conscience. 


Does hope prove it? 
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lar strength soon reaches that standard beyond which there is 
no usual increase. His senses are educated up to a certain 
penetration; there the vast and the minute arrest them. But 
memory, reason, conscience, affections, habits, may be cultivated 
to indefinite grades of superiority. Let us now view man’s ter- 
restrial pursuits, his vanity, his disappointments, his follies, and 
the futilities in which the existence of most men is consumed. 
How utterly trivial! How unworthy of the grand endowment! 
If this life were all, well might we exclaim, with the Hebrew 
poet, ‘Wherefore hast Thou made all men in vain?’ We see 
that God is unspeakably wise in all His comprehended works ; 
we must conclude that He has not expended so much for naught ; 
that these seeds of immortality will inherit their suitable growth. 
I see a man setting scions in his nursery a few inches apart; but 
I learn that they are trees which will require forty feet for their 
ultimate growth. If the man knows what he is about, I con- 
clude that he intends to transplant them. 

For these various reasons, then, we may look across the 
eulf of death with the confident expectation 
of a future spiritual existence. I say spirit- 
ual; for the resurrection of the body is a 
doctrine of pure revelation, for which natural reason presents us 
only the faintest analogies, if any. It is the glory of the Bible, 
that it alone reveals the immortality of san, of the whole united 
person, which lives, hopes, fears, sins, and dies here. But in 
proving the immortality of the soul, a sufficient basis is laid for 
the larger part of the moral forces which bring our responsibility 
to bear aright. The essential point is to evince the proper 
tdentity of the being who acts here, and is rewarded hereafter. 
It is mental, and not personal identity, which lays this essential 
basis for responsibility. It is the spirit which understands, 
feels, and chooses, which recognizes identity in its conscious- 
ness. Hence, it is the spirit which is responsible. — 

Now, if existence is continued beyond the grave, there is 

Future Existence mothing to check the conclusion that it will 
must be Endless, and be continued forever. Suppose a soul just 
under Responsibility. emerged from the impressive revolution of 
bodily death? then it must repeat all the reasonings we have 
considered, and with redoubled force, that after so many 
changes are survived, a fortzori, all others willbe. Butif man’s 
conscious existence is continuous and endless, few will care or 
dare to deny that his moral relations to God are so, likewise. 
For they proceed directly from the mere original relation of 
creature to Creator. The startling evidences that this life is 
somehow a probation for that endless existence, the youth of 
that immortal manhood, have been stated by Bishop Butler 
with unrivalled justness. No more is needed by the student 
than to study him. 

Conscience convinces every man that he is a sinner, and 


Reason divines no bodi- 
ly resurrection. 


——- 


OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 75 


that God 1s just. Does natural reason infer 
any adequate proofs that God will, on any 
terms, be merciful; or is His righteousness 
as imperative as that conscience, which is His vicegerent within 
us? This is the question of most vital interest to us in natural 
religion. We are pointed to the abounding evidences of God’s 
benevolence, and told that mercy is- but benevolence towards 
the guilty. But, alas! Nature is almost equally full of eviden- 
ces of His severity. Again, we are pointed to that hopeful 
feature in the order of His providence, which is but another 
expression for the regular ordering of His will, where we see 
remedial processes offered to man, for evading the natural con- 
sequencesof his errors and faults. Does man surfeit himself? 
Nature offers a healing medicine, and arrests the death which 
his intemperance has provoked. Does the prodigal incur the 
penalty of want? Repentance and industry may repair his 
broken fortunes. So, alleviations seem to be provided on every 
hand, to interpose mercifully between man’s sins and their nat- 
ural penalties. May we not accept these as showing that there 
is some way in which God’s mercy will arrest our final retribu- 
tion? This expectation may have that slight force which will 
prepare us to embrace with confidence the satisfaction of Christ, 
when it is revealed to us in the gospel. . But I assert that, with- 
out revelation, all these slight hints of a possible way of mercy 
are too much counterbalanced by the appearances of severity, 
to ground any hope or comfort in the guilty breast. What is 
the testimony of Conscience? Does she accept any of the 
throes of repentance, or the natural evils inflicted on faults, as 
a sufficient atonement? On the contrary, after the longest 
series of temporal calamities, the approach of death only 
sharpens her lash. The last act of culminating remorse, as the 
trembling criminal is dismissed from his sufferings here, is to 
remit him to a just and more fearful doom beyond the grave. 
And what say conscience and experience of the atoning virtue 
of our repentance and reformations? They only repair the 
consequences of our faults in part. Thesense of guilt remains: 
yea, it is the very nature of repentance to renew its confession 
of demerit with every sigh and tear of contrition. And the 
genuineness of the sorrow for sin has no efficacy whatever to 
recall the consequences of the wrong act, and make them as 
though they had never been. But, above all, every palliation 
of natural penalty, every remedial process offered to our reach 
by nature, or ministered by the self-sacrifice of friends, is but 
temporary. For, after all, death comes to every man, to the 
most penitent, the most genuinely reformed, the restored sinner 
most fenced in by the mediatorial love of his fellows, as cer- 


3. Does Reason see 
hope of pardon? No. 


tainly as to the most reckless profligate; and death is the 


terrible sum of all natural penalties. This one, universal fact, 
undoes everything which more hopeful analogies had begun, 
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and compels us to admit that the utmost reason can infer of 
God’s mercy is, that it admits a suspension of doom. 

The last question which we shall now discuss in Natural 
Theology, is concerning its sufficiency to lead a soul to eternal 
blessedness. Now, I have strenuously con- 
tended that there is some science of Natural 
Theology. We have seen that it teaches us 
clearly. our own spirituality and future existence, the existence 
and several of the attributes of God, His righteousness and 
goodness and our responsibility to Him, His providential con- 
trol over all His works, and our endless relation to the sanctions of 
His moral attributes. But man needs more than this for his soul’s 
well-being; and we assert that Natural Theology is fatally de- 
fective in the essential points. We might evince this practically 
by pointing tothe customary state of all gentile nations, to the 
darkness of their understanding and absurdities of their beliéfs, 
the monstrous perversions of their religious worship, and the 
blackness of their general morals,their evil conscience during their 
lives, and their death-beds either apathetic or despairing. __ If it 
be said that I have chosen unfavourable examples, then I might 
argue the point practically again, by pointing to the brightest 
specimens of pagan philosophy. We see that with all the germs 
of truth mixed with their creeds, there were many errors, that 
their virtues lacked symmetry and completeness, and their own 
confessions of uncertainty and darkness were usually emphatic 
in proportion to their wisdom. 

But to specify. One fatal defect of Natural Theology has 
been already illustrated. Man knows himself a sinner in the 
hands of righteous Omnipotence, and has no 
assurance whatever of any plan of mercy. An 
equally fatal defect might be evinced, (far 
more clearly than divines have usually done,) in its lack of regen- 
erating agency. If we knew nothing of the sad story of Adam’s 
probation and fall, just reasoning would yet teach us, that manisa 
morally depraved being. The great fact stands out, that his will 
is invincibly arrayed against the mandates of his own conscience, 
onat least some points. | Every man’s will exhibits this tendency 
insome respects, with a certainty as infallible as any law of na- 
ture. Now such a tendency of will cannot be revolutionized by 
any system of moral suasion; for the conclusive reason that the 
efficacy of all objective things to act as inducements, depends on 
the state of the will, and therefore cannot revolutionize it. The 
effect cannot renew its own cause. But Natural Theology offers 
no moral force higher than moral suasion. Can then the creature 
who remains an everlasting sinner, possess everlasting well-being ? 

Another striking defect of Natural Theology is its lack of 
authority over the conscience. One would think that where . 
the inferences of natural reason appeated con- 
clusive, bringing the knowledge of a (sod to 


4. Is Natural Theology 
sufficient ? 
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the understanding, this God would be recognized as speaking in 
all(her distinct assertions; and the conscience and heart would 
bow to him as implicitly as when He is revealed in His word. 
But practically it is not so. Men are but too ready to hold re- 
vealed truth in unrighteousness; and Natural Theology has 
ever shown a still greater lack of authority, even over hearts 
which avowed her truth. Perhaps the reason of this is, that 
every mind has indistinctly and half consciously recognized this 
profound metaphysical defect, which underlies nearly all her rea- 
sonings. How do we first know spirit? By our own conscious- 
ness, presenting to us the thinking Ago. How dowe know 
thought, volition, power? As we are first conscious of it in our- 
selves. What is our first cognition of the right and the wrong ? 
It is in the mandates of our consciences. And the way we con- 
ceive of the infinite Spirit, with His thought, will, power, recti- 
tude, is by projecting upon Him our self-derived conception of 
this essence and these attributes, freed from the limitations which 
belong to ourselves. Seeing, then, that God and His character 
are to so great an extent but ourselves objectified, elevated 
above our conscious defects, and made absolute from our con- 
scious limits, how can we ever know that the correspondence of 
the objective reality, with this conception of it,is accurate? It 
is as though our self-consciousness were the mirror, in which 
alone we can see the spectrum of the great Invisible reflected. 
How shall we ever tell to what degree it may be magnified, 
distorted, coloured, by the imperfection of the reflecting surface, 
seeing Natural Theology can never enable us to turn around 
and inspect the great original, eye to eye? That something is 
there, a something vast, grand and real, our laws of thought for- 
bid us to doubt; and that it has a general outline like the re- 
flected image, we may not doubt; for else, what was it that cast the 
mighty spectrum upon the disc of our reason? But reason can 
never clear up the vagueness and uncertainty of outline and de- 
tail, nor verify His true features. Now, when Revealed The- 
ology comes, it, enables us to make this verification; and 
especially when we see “God manifest in the flesh,” “the 
brightness of the Father’s glory, and express image of His 
\ person.” 

It may be asked, if Natural Theology cannot save, why 
study it? I answer: Ist. It teaches some truths; and no truth 
is valueless. 2d. When Revelation comes, 
Natural Theology gives satisfaction to the 
mind, by showing us two independent lines 
of proof for sundry great propositions? 3d. It excites the 
craving of the soul for a Revelation. 4th. When that comes, it 
assists us to verify it, because it meets the very wants which 
Natural Theology has discovered. 

Finally, if Revelation is absolutely necessary for salvation, 
there is the strongest probability that God has given one. This 


Why then study Natural 
Theology ? 
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appears from God’s goodness and wisdom. 
i eet aa may De Tae proved, second, by the admissions of the 
Deistical argument, which always assumes 
the burden of proof in the proposition: ‘“ Revelation is not 
necessary.” It appears, third, from the general expectation and 
desire of a communication fromthe skies among Pagans. Last: 
when we see (as will be demonstrated at another place) that the 
enjoyment of infallible communications from the infinite Mind 
is the natural condition of life to all reasonable spirits, the argu- 
ment will become conclusive, that God surely has given a mes- 
sage to man. Now, no other book save the Bible presents 
even a plausible claim to be that Revelation. 


LECTURE VIII. 
THE SOURCES OF OUR THINKING. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. Has man any “Innate Ideas’? See, 

Locke’s Essay, bk. i, ch. 2. Morell, Hist. Mod. Phil., pp. 76 to 95, (Cartes 
Ed.) Cousin, De Vraz, Lecgons Ire et 2me. Dugald Stuart on the Mind, 
chaps. 1, ili, iv. 

2. Must all thinking proceed from Intuitive Beliefs? Why? Why are they, if 
unproved, received as valid? What the answer to the Skeptical Conclusion of Mon- 
taigne or Hume? 

Morell, pp. 252-254. Jouffroy, Intr. to Ethics, vol. i, Lectures 8-10. Cousin, 
Du Vrai, Legons 3me et 4eme. 

3. What are the tests of Intuitive Beliefs? Show that our belief in our own 
Consciousness; In our Spiritual Existence; In our Identity; In the reality of the 
External World; and in Established Axioms, belong to this class. 

Cousin, as above. Sensualistic Phil. of 19th Cent. ch. 11. Mills’ Logic, bk. 
ii, ch..gth. 

4. Pare especially, that our belief in Causation and power is Intuitive. 

Same authorities. Mill, bk. ii, ch. 5th, and bk. iii, ch. 5th and 2ist. Dr. 
Thomas Brown, Lect. 7th. Morell, pp. 186, 187, 254, 382, &c. Chalmers’ 
Nat. Thelogy, bk. 1, ch. 4th. Thornwell, vol. i, p. 499, &c. 

Show the.relation between this doctrine, and Nat. Theology and all science, @ 7. 


MANY think, with Locke, that the inquiry into the powers 
of the human mind should precede all other science, be- 

istt necessary tostudy CAUSE One should know his instrument before 
the mind’s powers, be- he uses it. But what instrument of knowing 
fore all else? is man to employ in the examination of his 
own mind? Only his own mind. Hence, it follows, that the 
mind’s native laws of thinking must be, to some extent at least, 
taken upon trust, at the outset, no matter where we begin. 
This is the less to be regretted, because the correct use of the 
mind’s powers depends on nature, and not on our success in 
analyzing them. Men syllogized before Aristotle, and genera- 
lized before Bacon. I have therefore not felt obliged to begin 
with these inquiries into the sources of our thinking; but have 
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given you a short sketch of Natural Theology to familiarize 
your minds to your work. 
You may ask: Since every science must employ the 
mental powers, and yet the teacher of 
before Chemistry, Mathematics, Mechanics, does 
not find it necessary to preface his instruc- 
tions with inquiries into the laws and facts of psychology, why 
should the divine do it? One answer is that thoroughness in 
theology is much more important. Another is, experience 
shows that theologieal speculation is much more intimately 
concerned with a correct psychology than physical. The great 
English mathematicians, of the school of Newton, have usually 
held just views of philosophy; the French of the school of La 


Why _ then, 
Theology ? 


Place have usually been sensualistic zdéologues of the lowest 


school. In mathematics and astronomy, they have agreed 
well enough; in theology, they have been as wide apart as 
Christianity and atheism. This is because theology and ethicks 
are little concerned with physical observations: much with ab- 
stract ideas and judgments. For these reasons it is necessary 
for the divine to attain correct views of the great facts of 
mental science; while yet we do not stake the validity of theo- 
logical truths on the validity of any mere psychological argu- 
ments. 

My purpose is to give by no means a complete synopsis, 
even, of mental science; but to settle for you correct opinions 
concerning those fundamental facts and laws of spirit, upon 
which theological questions most turn. 

Of these I take up first the question: Has the mind any 

; innate ideas? The right answer is, No; but 
sane of innate it has innate powers, which a priori dictate 
certain laws of thought and sensibility, when- 

ever we gain ideas by sensitive experience. Locke, famous for 
exploding the doctrine of innate ideas, goes too far; teaching 
that we derive all our ideas (he defines an idea, whatever we 
have in our minds as the object of thought) from sensation. 
This he holds is a passive process; and all that the processes 
of reflection (the active ones) can do, is to recall, group, com- 
pare, combine, or abstract these materials. Before sensation, 
the mind is a ¢abula rasa, without impress in itself, passively 
awaiting whatever may be projected on it from without. To 
show that no ideas are innate, he takes up two classes, hitherto 
considered most clearly such, abstract ideas of space, time, 
identity, and infinity, &c., and axioms; assuming that if these 
can be explained as derived ideas, and not innate, there are 
none such. He teaches, then, that we only get the idea of 
space, by seeing two bodies separated thereby; of time, by 
deriving it from the succession of mental impressions; of iden- 
tity, as remembered consciousnesses. Axioms, he holds to be 
clearly truths of derivation, because untutored minds do not 
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believe them, as they would were they intuitive, until they see 
them from concrete, experimental cases, by sensation. 

Consider how far this kind of vicious anylysis may lead, 

ee -as in the hands of Condillac, Comte, and 

ote eee toc) oe, MeL torsensationalism):and: last to materials 
ST etiise She Dae EamStaddena adh asta | Ole flute Say etaeeeran ane 
higher source than an inference of experience, then none can 
be safely postulated beyond experience. Hence, the argument 
for a God, the belief of all the supernatural, is invalid. Wit- 
ness Hume’s evasion, that the world is a “singular effect.” 
How can sensation show us a God? Another equally logical, 
although a most heterogeneous consequence, is the Pyrrhonism 
of Bishop Berkeley. And another must be the adoption of 
of some artificial scheme of ethicks, resolving the highest law 
of conscience into a deduction of self-interest, or some such 
wretched theory. For if there is nothing in the mind, save 
what comes by sense, (Vehz! tn tntellectu quod non prius in 
sensu,) whence the notions of right and obligation? 

The great error of the analysis of Locke was in mistaking 
the occasional cause, sensation, for the 
efficient cause of abstract ideas, which is the 
reason itself. For example: We first develope the idea of 
space, when we see bodies in space; but the idea of space is 
implied @ prori,in the very perception of that which is ex- 
tended, not learned derivatively from it. True, our most 
natural conception of time is of that measured in our succes- 
sive consciousnesses. But the word, “succession” once spoken, 
time is already conceived. That is to say, the reason, on per- 
ceiving a thing extended, intuitively places it in space; and 
event, in time; the sense furnishing the occasion, the reason 
furnishing the abstract notion, or form, for the concrete percep- 
tion. So inthe other cases. To the attempt to derive axioms, 
we answer that the sensitive experience of some instance is the 
occasion, but the intuition of the reason the efficient, of these 
primitive and necessary judgments. For since our experiences 
of their truth are few and partial, how can experience tell us 
that they are universally true? To the objection, that they do 
not universally and necessarily command the assent of un- 
tutored minds, I fearlessly rejoin that this is only true in cases 
where the language of their enunciation is not understood. 
But of this, more anon. 

To show the student how shallow is the analysis which 

traces the whole of our thinking to sense, I 

aa gee AO eran ask: When the “ reflective’ processes of 

comparison, e. g., have given us perception 

of a relation between two sensible objects, (as of a ratio be- 

tween two dimensions,) is not this relation a new. idea? 
Whence is it? | 

In a word, you may find the simplest, and also the highest 


True statement. 
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and most general refutation of this sensual- 
istic philosophy in this fact. The mind is 
an intelligent agent. Has it any attributes? 
Any cognizable, permanent essextia? Surely. Now, then, 
must not those essential qualities imply powers? And will any 
one say that they are only passive powers, and yet the mind is 
an agent? Surely not. Then the mind, although not furnished 
with innate ideas, must have some innate powers of deter- 
mining its own acts of intelligence. 

It is related that when Locke’s Essay on the Human Un- 
derstanding was first reported to his great cotemporary, Leib- 
nitz, some one remarked that Locke’s system of psychology 
was built on a literal acceptation of the old scholastic maxim, 
Nihil tn intellectu, quod non prius in sensu. Leibnitz answered: 
lta; Nist Intellectus Ipse! These words contain the key to 
the whole discussion. 

There is a plausible temptation to deny this, and to. treat 
all our notions and beliefs as derived. It 
arises from the feeling that it is more philo- 
sophical to take nothing upon trust: to re- 
quire proof of everything. But does not a derived truth imply 
something to derive from? If therefore primitive judgments 
are treated as derived, the problem is only removed one step 
backward to this question: Whence the truths of which these 
are the deductions? Primary or derived? To prove every 
postulate is therefore impossible; because the first proof implies 
some premise from which to prove. Unless then, some things 
are seen to be true intuitively, there can be no reasoning. And 
these unproved truths are the foundations of all that we prove. 

The question then arises, If these primary beliefs are un- 
proved, how can we know that any of our 
thinking thence is true? I have now intro- 
duced you to the very centre of the skeptical 
objections of the school of Montaigne and Hume, against the 
certainty of all human knowledge. Let us also view the other, | 
less radical grounds. They argue, then: ist. That knowledge 
must be uncertain as long as it is incomplete; because the. dis- 
covery of the unknown related parts may change our view of 
those supposed to be known. And that men in all ages have 
believed differently with equal.confidence. 2d. That percep- 
tion only shows us qualities, and not substances, so that we 
have only the mind’s inference, unproved and undemonstrable, 
for the existence and essence of the latter. 3d. That our 
organs of sense, the instruments of all perceptions, are per- 
petually changing their atomic structure; that they often de- 
ceive us; that the significance which we give to sensations 
depends on habits, knowledge and education; and that as to 
memory, we must take the correctness of her reproductions 
wholly upon trust. 4th. That our general and abstract ideas, 
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The mind active, and 
endued with attributes. 


2. All our beliefs 
cannot be proved. 


Metaphysical Skep- 
ticism. Its grounds. 
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such as those of causation, space, identity, substance, &c., 
have not even the uncertain evidence of sensation; but are 
given by the mind’s own a priori forms of thought; so that 
have no proof for them, save that nature teaches us to think $v. 
And last: The sweeping objection is, that man only knows his: 
own subjective states; to the outside of that charmed circle he 
can never pass, to compare those states with objective reality. 
But as there is no ground for our assuming the validity of this 
objective perception, except that it is nature to make it, we 
have only to suppose a different structure given to our minds, 
to make all seem false, which now seems true. 

Such are the sweeping objections. To the first three of 

the special ones, there is one general and 

_Refitaton of skepti- perfectly valid answer. It is not proved that 
: all the teachings of sensation, memory, 
reason, are untrustworthy, because they are sometimes misin- 
terpreted, or because men differ about them sometimes. For 
the mind knows that it is furnished with ev:teria for verifying 
seeming perceptions, recollections, inferences, which criteria 
give certain results, when applicable, and when faithfully ap- 
plied. If there are no such, how did the skeptic find out the 
falsehood of so many of the seeming dicta of these faculties? 
As to the first and radical plea, that primitive judgments must 
be, from their very nature, unproved, and that man can never 
know anything besides his own subjective states, I freely grant 
that a direct logical refutation is out of the question, from the 
very terms of it. But a valid indirect one lies in these facts: 
Ist. That the skeptic, just as much and as necessarily, holds 
these primary beliefs as we do. Being implied in the validity 
of all other beliefs, they must be accepted as true, or all think- 
ing must cease; we are no longer intelligent beings. But the 
skeptic will think: his argument against us is thinking, (erro- 
neous.) 2d. We cannot conceive how an intelligent being 
could be formed at all, against whose primary beliefs the 
same objections would not lie; and most against God’s! 3d. 
The fact that primitive beliefs are unproved ‘is the very glory of 
their certainty, and not their weakness. They admit no proof, 
only because they are so immediate. The perversity of the 
skeptic is just that of the man who, when in perfect contact 
with a tree or post, should declare it impossible to ascertain 
_ whether it was near or distant, because forsooth he was so near 
that no measuring rule could be introduced, to measure the 
distance! 4th. Chiefly we apply the avgumentum ad hominem 
of Pascal. If no knowledge can be certain, then the skeptic 
must not affirm his unbelief; for this, if admitted, would be a 
true proposition. The very mental processes exhibited in these 
objections imply many of the primary beliefs, against the va- 
lidity of which the skeptic objects. If nothing can be proved, 
what right has he to go about proving that nothing can be 
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proved? Finally: Truth is intrinsic, and not a mere conse- 
quence of our mental structure. 
The tests of an intuitive or primary truth established by the 
; _, best writers are three. (1.) They are pri- 
r wnat? pam mary: (what Hamilton calls, ambiguously, 
ir: incomprehensible, not capable of being com- 
prehended under some more general and primary judgment, 
and of being explained thereby.) They are primary, because 
they are not derived or inferred from any other truth, prior in 
order of proof to them; but are seen to be true without any 
dependence ona premise. (2.) They are necessary—i. e., the 
mind not only sees they are true, but must be true; sees that 
the negation of them would lead to a direct contradiction. 
(3.) They are universal—i. e., the mind is obliged to believe 
them as much true in every relevant case, as in the first; and 
all people that are sane, when the terms of their enunciation 
are comprehended with entire fairness, and dispassionately 
considered, are absolutely certain, the world over, to accept 
them as true. Now, our adversaries, the sensationalists, would 
freely admit that if the mind has any judgments which would 
stand these three tests, they are indeed immediate intuitions. 
The most practical way, therefore, to discuss their validity, will 
be to do it in application to special classes of supposed intuitions. 
Are the propositions called axiomatic truths, immediate 
intuitions; or are they derived truths? Sen- 
sationalists say, the latter; because they are 
not primary truths; but deductions of our experience; for they 
say, as we have seen Locke write, no one has them till he 
learns them by experimental, sensational trial, and observation ; 
and the announcement of them, instead of receiving from the 
untutored mind that immediate assent we claim, would, in many 
cases, excite only a. vacant stare. We have already shown that 
the concrete case is only the occasion, not the source, of the 
axiomatic judgment. And as to the latter objection, the mind 
hitherto uninformed fails to assent to them, only because he 
does not understand the terms of, or comprehend the relations 
connected with, the proposition. Grant that the presenting of 
a concrete, experimental case is at first necessary to enable this 
mind to comprehend terms and relations; still we claim (the 
decisive fact) that once they are comprehended, the acceptance 
of the proposition is inevitable. How preposterous is this ob- 
jection, that because the mind did not see, while the medium 
was obstructed, therefore the object is not visible? One might, 
with equal justice, say that my child had no faculty of im- 
mediate eye-sight, because he would not be willing to affirm 
which of ‘two pigs in a poke” was the bigger! I argue again 
under this head, that several axioms are incapable of being ex- 
perimentally inferred; because they never can be brought 
under the purview of the senses; e.g. “ Divergent straight 
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lines. will never meet if produced to infinity.” No one will 
ever inspect with his sight or touch an infinite line! But, says 
Mill, one forms a mental diagram of an infinite pair of lines; 
and by inspection of them, learns the truth. On this queer 
subterfuge, we might remark that it is more refreshing to us 
than consistent for them, that sensationalists should admit that 
the abstract ideas of the mind can be subjects of experimental 
reasoning. We had been told all along that true science dealt 
only with phenomena. It is also news to us that sensationalism 
can grant the mind any power of conceiving infinite lines! 
What are those, but those naughty things, absolute ideas, with 
which the mind ought not to have any lawful business, because 
they are not given to her by sensation? But chiefly, Mill’s 
evasion is worthless in the presence of this question: what 
guides and compels the mind in the formation of the infinite 
part of this mental diagram, so as to ensure its correspondence 
with the sensible part? Not sense, surely; for that is the part 
of the mental diagram, which no eye can ever see. It is just 
this a priovt power of judgment, which Mill denies. My argu- 
ment stands. Once more I argue on this head, that axioms 
cannot be experimentally derived; because they are universal 
truths: but each man’s experience is partial. The first time a 
child ever divides an apple, he at once apprehends that the 
whole is larger than either of its parts. At this one illustration 
of it, he as much believes it of all the divided apples of the 
universe, as though he had spent an age in dividing millions of 
apples for experiment. How can a universal truth come from 
a single case? If experience were the source of the belief, the 
greatest multitude of cases one could try, would never be 
enough to demonstrate a universal proposition; for the propor- 
tion of similar cases possible in the universe, and still untried, 
would be infinitely preponderant still. Experience of the past © 
can, of itself, never determine the future. 

The sensationalist is inconsistent. He says axioms are 
learned from experience by sense; and there are no primary | 
judgments of the pure reason. Aye! But how does the mind 
learn that sensationa! experience is true? that perceptions have 
any validity? Only by a primary judgment! Here then is the 
axiomatic truth that what sense gives us experimentally is true. 
This, surely, is not derived! Indeed, the attempt to construct 
a system of cognitions with a denial of primary ideas and judg- 
ments, will be found in every case as preposterous as the attempt 
to hang a chain upon nothing. 

When we ask whether axiomatic truths will meet the second 
‘test, that of necessity, sensationalists say: 

For axioms are neces- « What is a mecessary truth? Does. one 
sary truths. : Nitya! 

answer, with Whewell, that it is one the nega- 

tion of which is inconceivable; then this is no test of primary 

truths, no test of truths at all; because our capacity for con- 
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ceiving things to be possible or otherwise, depends on our men- 
tal habits, associations, and acquirements, notoriously: e.g. 
The Guinea negro king could not conceive it possible that water 
could be solidified by cold in the higher latitudes. This will be 
found to be a mere verbal sophism, deriving its whole plausibility 
from the unlucky use of a vague term by the friends of the 
true theory. A truth is not necessary, because we negatively 
are notable to conceive the actual existence of the opposite 
thereof; but a truth is necessary when we positively are able to 
apprehend that the negation thereof includes an inevitable con- 
tradiction. It is not that we cannot see how the opposite comes 
to be true, but it is that we are able to see that that the oppo- 
site cannot possibly be true. Let any man consult his con- 
sciousness: is not the proposition, “a whole is greater than 
its parts,” seen by the reason in a light of necessity, totally dif- 
ferent from this: “The natives of Guinea are generally black, of 
England generally white?” Yetthe latter is as true as the for- 
mer! 

Last, on this head, sensationalists ring many changes on the 
assertion that axiomatic beliefs are not held by 
all men alike; that there is debate what are 
axioms, and the widest differences; and that some things long 
held to be necessary truths, (e. g. Ex uthilo nihil fit; nature 
abhors a vacuum; a body cannot act without a medium on an- 
other with which it is not present,) are now found not only 
to be not axioms, but not true atall. I reply, all this proves that 
the human mind is an imperfect instrument, as to its primary 
judgments; not that it hasnone. The same mode of objecting 
would prove, with equal fairness, (or unfairness,) that derived 
truths have no inferential validity; for the differences about 
them have beenstill wider. Man is often incautious in his think- 
ing, unconsciously blinded by hypothesis, habit and prejudice; 
and thus he has sometimes (not so very often after all) failed to 
apply the tests of axiomatic truth carefuliy. Still the fact re- 
mains, that there are first truths, absolutely universal in their 
acceptance, on which every sane mind inthe world acts, and al- 
ways has acted from Adam's day, with unflinching confidence. 
On that fact I stand. 

The remarks made in introducing my discussion of the im- 

i materiality of the soul, have already indicated 
__Ourown Spiritual Ex- the grounds on which we claim our belief 
istence Intuitively Seen. . ie ; i pad 
in our own Spiritual existence as an intuition. 
In the proposition Cogzto, ergo sum, Des Cartes meant to indi- 
cate what is undoubtedly true, that the very consciousness of 
thinking implies an intuitive perception of an existing substance 
that thinks. But what better definition of spirit,as a something 
instinctively contrasted with matter, than that it is substance 
which thinks? 
Locke made our very belief of our own identity, a derived 
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notion, the simple result of our remembered 
Intuitively Consciousnesses. It may be very true that a 

second consciousness succeeding a first, may 
be the occasion of the rise of our notion of identity. But it 
cannot be the cause, for the identity of the thinking being who 
has the two consciousnesses isimplied a priori in those states. 
The word self cannot be comprehended by our thought without 
comprehending in it the notion of identity. And it has been 
well remarked that our belief in our identity cannot be a deduc- 
tion, because it must be implied beforehand, in our very capacity 
to perceive any relation between premises and conclusion. If 
the comprehension of the former is not felt to be the act of the 
same thinking subject who comprehends the latter, then of course 
there is no possibility of a logical dependence being perceived 
between them. 

Once more, we assert against Berkeley, and all other ideal- 
ists, that our reference of our sensations to 
an external world as their cause, and thata 
world of substances to which the mind refers 
the qualities which alone sensation perceives, is a valid intuition. 
It is primary ; witness the notable failures of all the attempts to 
analyse it into something more primary, from Aristotle to Reid. 
It is necessary ; for the pure idealist can no more rid himself of 
the practical belief that this. was an objective reality, and not a 
mere subjective notion of a pain, which caused him to feel that 
he had butted his head against a post. And itis universal. All 
minds learn it. And if we analyse the mental part of our sen- 
sation, we shall find that perception is, in its very nature, a per- 
ception of a relation between sensitive mind and outward mat- 
ter. Grant to the idealist even the assertion that the mind im- 
mediately knows only its own subjective states; yet, when it is 
conscious of the subjective part of what we call a perception, 
it still knows by its consciousness, that there was an effect which 
it did not induce upon itself. Surely this subjectivity must in- 
clude a consciousness of its own volitions. So; of the absence 
of a volition of its own. Then, as the mind intuitively and 
necessarily knows that no effect can be without-a cause, it must 
refer this phenomenon, the subjective act of perception, con- 
sciously uncaused from within, to some real thing without. 

But the intuition which has been most debated, and is of 
most fundamental importance to theologians, 
is our notion of causation.. The doctrine of 
common sense here is, that when the mind 
sees an effect, it intuitively refers it to some cause, as producing 
its occurrence. Moreover, the antecedent something which 
made it to be, is intuitively apprehended as having a power to 
produce its occurrence; otherwise it would not have occurred. 
For the mind is impelled by its own nature to think, that if 
there had not been a something adeauate to make the occur- 
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rence to be, it would not have been. Nothing can only result 
in nothing: and a thing cannot produce its own occurrence ; for 
then it must act before it is. Hence, also, this immediate de- 
duction that this power will always produce the same result, 
when applied under the same circumstances. The occasion of 
the rise of this notion of power is, no doubt, as Morell has 
said, with many authors, our consciousness of our own volitions. 
Now, the sensational psychologists, at the head of. whom stands 
Hume in this particular, deny all this; and say that our belief 
that similar causes will produce like effects, is only a probable 
induction of our experience; (so Mill, adding that this proba- 
bility rises to a practical certainty, as one induction concurs with 
another,) that the mind merely presumes the sequence will be 
repeated again, because it has been presented so often; that 
since the mind is entitled to no idea, save what perception gives 
her, and the senses perceive only the two terms of the sequence, 
without tie of power between them, the notion of this tie is base- 
less; and power in causation is naught. Dr. Thomas Brown, 
while he asserts the intuitive origin of our expectation, that like 
will produce like, and even argues it with great acuteness, still 
falls into the latter error, denying that the mind has any ground 
for a notion of power other than “immediate, invariable ante- 
cedence ;” for this is all perception gives us. 

Now, our first remark, in defending the correct doctrine, 
is, that this argument is of no force to any 
except pure sensationalists. When percep- 
tion furnishes the occasion, a sequence, the 
reason, by its innate power, furnishes the notion of cause in it. 
Perception does not show us souls, not even our own; but rea- 
son compels us to supply the notion of soul as the subject of 
perceptions and all other states. Perception does not show us 
substance in matter, but only a bundle of properties; reason 
compels us to supply the notion of substance. And such an 
argument is peculiarly inconsistent in the mouth of Brown, who 
asserts that our belief in the recurrence of causative sequences 
is intuitive ; for it is impossible for the reason to evade the ques- 
tion: What except power in the antecedent can make the se- 
quence immediate and invariable? The something that makes 
it so, is just our notion of the power. 

Having thus rebutted objections to the true view, we return 
to show that the opposite one is unreasonable 
and absurd. The heterodox metaphysicians 
deny that we intuitively apprehend the fact, 
that every effect must have its proper cause, and vice versa: and 
the most plausible ground of denial is to say that this presump- 
tion grows in our minds by the operation of the associating fac- 
ulty. It isa law of our minds that they are apt to repeat those 
sequences of thought, which they have had before in the same 
juxtaposition; and hence the habit grows up, of thinking of the 
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same consequent when we see the same antecedent; and we 
naturally learn to expect tosee it. But I will show that the be- 
lief in cause is not the consequence, but the ground and origin 
of the association. For instance; man knows perfectly well 
that certain sequences which recur before him perpetually and 
regularly, asof light on darkness are not causative; while he 
believes that certain others, as of light on the sun’s rising, are 
causative. Now if the associative habit had produced the notion 
of causation, it would have done it alike in both casés; for both 
sequences recurred with exactly the same uniformity. 

I remark, farther, that no experiences of the fact that a 
given antecedent had produced a given con- 
sequent so far as observed, could logically 
produce the conviction that it would, and must do so every- 
where, and in all the future, if it were not sustained by 
an intuitive recognition of cause and effect in the sequence. 
The experience of the past only proves the past; there is 
no logical tie which entitles us to project it on the future, 
if we deny the intuitive one. How many experiences of 
a regular sequence entitle us to carry our expectations into 
the future? one hundred? 500? What then is the differ- 
ence between case 499th and case 500th, that the latter alone, 
when added to the previous past experiences, authorizes us 
to say that now case 5o!Ist, still inthe future, must eventuate so 
and so? There is no reasonable answer. In truth, experience 
of a mere sequence, by itself, generates no confidence what- 
ever in its future recurrence with causative certainty. You may 
ask, does not a mere empirical induction (zzductio stmplicts 
enumerationis, Bacon,) the mere recurrence of an observed se- 
quence, beget in our minds even a probable expectation of its 
recurrence in the future? I answer, yes, in certain sorts of 
cases; but this probable expectation proceeds from this: We 
know intuitively that the consequent in this sequence must have 
some producing cause: whether we have rightly detected it among 
the seeming antecedents, is not yet proved; and hence two 
facts are inferred: this seeming, visible antecedent may be the 
cause, seeing it has so frequently preceded; and if it be if- 
deed the cause, then we are certain it will always be followed by 
the effect. But we have not yet convinced ourselves that some 
unseen antecedent may not intervene in each case observed; 
and, therefore, our expectation that the seeming antecdent will 
continue to be followed by the effect, is only. probable. It is, 
therefore, not the number of instances experienced, in which 
the sequence occurred, which begets our expectation that the 
sequence must recur in the future; but it is the probability the 
mind sees, that the seeming antecedent may be the true one, 
which begets that expectation. And if that probability rises to 
a certainty in one or two cases of the observed sequence, it 
may be as strong as after ten thousand cases. 


Nor from Experience. 


OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 89 


This was ingeniously (perhaps unintentionally) illustrated 
by some of the performances of the calculat- 
ing machine constructed by the famous Bab- 
bage. The machinery could be so adjusted 
that it would exhibit a series of numbers in an aperture of 
the dial plate, having a given vatzo, up to millions. And then 
without any new adjustment by the maker, it would change the 
ratio and begin a new series,which it would again continue with 
perfect regularity until the spectators were weary of watching. 
Now, if a regular empirical induction, however long continued, 
could demonstrate anything, it would have done it here. But 
just when the observer had convinced himself that the first 
vatio expressed the necessary law of the machine, Presto/a 
change; and a different one supersedes it, without visible cause. 

This introduces the argument, that it is nota habit of ex- 

perience which begets the belief in the reg- 
ace Instance Cannot ylar connection of cause and effect, because, 
orm a habit of Asso- . ; : ; 
Cinna in many cases, it arises in full strength after 

one trial. The child thrusts his finger in flame; 
the result is acute pain. He is just as certain from that moment 
that the same act will produce the same feeling, as after ten 
thousand trials. It is because his mind compels him to think 
the primitive judgment, “effect follows cause; and the sin- 
gleness of the antecedent enables him to decide that this ante- 
cedent is the cause. Take another case : A school boy, utterly ig- 
norant of the explosive qualities of gunpowder, shuts himselfin a 
room with a portion for his boyish experiments. After finding — 
it passive under many experiments, he at length applies fire, and 
there is an immediate explosion. But at the moment the tongs 
also fell on it; and hence it may not be yet patent which of the 
two antecedents (simultaneous) was cause. He resolves to clear 
up this doubt by another trial, in which the tongs shall not fall. 
He applies fire, excluding this time all other antecedent changes, 
and the explosion follows again. And now, this boy is just as 
certain that fire will inevitably explode any gunpowder, that is 
precisely like this, provided the conditions be precisely similar, 
asa million of experiments could make him. He has ascertained 
the tie of cause. ; 

In truth, as Dr. Chalmers well says, experience is so far 
from begetting this belief in the regular efficacy of causation, that 
its effect is, on the contrary, to limit and correct that belief. A 
little child strikes his spoon on the table; the effect is noise. At 
first he expects to be able to produce the same effect by striking 
it on the bed or carpet, and is vexed at the failure. Experience 
corrects his expectation ; not by adding anything to his intuitive 
judgment of like cause, like effect; but by teaching him that in 
this case, the cause of noise was complex, not single, as he had 
before supposed, being the impact of the spoon and the elasticity 
of the thing struck. 
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The subtile and yet simple reasoning, by which Kant (Crit- 
ick of Pure Reason. Bk. 1i, Ch. 2, § 3,) shows 
the absurdity of resolving cause and effect 
into mere sequence, is worthy of your attention here. He sug- 
gests two instances: In one I look successively at the different 
parts of alarge house over the way. I perceive first, for in- 
stance, its front, and then its end. But do I ever think for 
a moment that the being of the end is successive upon the be- 
ing of the front? Never. .I know they are simultaneous. In 
another case, I see a vessel in the river just opposite tome; and 
next, [see it below me. The perceptions are no more successive 
than those of the front and end of the house. But now, can I 
ever think that the being of the vessel in the two positions is co- 
etaneous? Itis impossible. Why? The only answer is, that 
the law of the reason has, by intuition, seen effect and depend- 
ency, in the last pair of successive perceptions, which were not 
in the first pair. The same vessel has moved; motion isan effect; _ 
its cause must precede it. And this suggests the other member 
of his argument; Ina causative sequence, the interval of time is 
wholly inappreciable to the senses; the cause A and the effect B 
seem to come together. Now, why isit that the mind always 
refuses to conceive the matter so as to think Bleads A, and will 
only think that A leads B? Why do you not think that the loud 
sound of the blow caused the impact of the hammer, just as of- 
ten as youdothe impact caused the sound? Surely there is a 
law of the reason regulating this! Now that something which 
determines the order of the sequence, is power. 
Last, it is only because our judgment of cause is a priort 
The Intuitive Belief 294 intuitive, that any process of induction, 
of Cause, Necessary practical or scientific, can be valid or de- 
prior premise of allEx- monstrative. Bacon shows, what even J. 
perimental Induction. ¢ Will admits, that a merely empirical in- 
duction can never give certain expectation of future re- 
currence. To1eachthis, some canon of induction must be ap- 
plied which will discriminate the post hoc from the propter hoc. 
Does not Mill himself teach the necessity of such canons? In- 
spect any instance of their application to observed sequences, and 
you will find that each step proceeds upon the intuitive law of 
cause, as its postulate. Eacn stepisa syllogism, in which the 
intuitive truth gives the major premise. | 
Let us take a simple case falling under what Mill calls his 
Method by Agreement. (The student will find 
my assertion true of either of the others.) The 
school boy with his parcel of gunpowder, e. g., is searching 
among the antecedents for the true cause of the phenomenon of 
explosion, which we will call D. That cause is not detected at 
first, because he cannot be certain that he procures its occurrence 
with only a single antecedent. First he constructs an experi- 
ment, in which he contrives to exclude all antecedents save two, 
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A and B. The result D follows; but it is not determined 
whether A or B, or the two jointly, caused it. He contrives a 
second experiment, in which B is excluded; but another ante- 
cedent event C happens along with A, and again D follows. Now 
we can get the truth. We reason thus: “ Inthe first experiment 
the cause of D must have been either A or B, or the two com- 
bined.” But why? Because the effect D must have had some 
immediate, present cause. [But we know that no other imme- 
diate antecedent effects were present, save A and B.] This is 
our a prior intuition. Well, inthe second experiment, either A 
or C, or the two combined, must have caused D. Why? The 
same intuition gives the only answer. But we proved, in the 
first experiment, C hadnothing to do with producing D; and 
in the second, B, had nothing to do with.producing D; because 
C was absent in the first, and B inthesecond. Then A wasthe 
true cause all the time. Why? Why may not B have been the 
cause, that time when it was present? Because every effect has 
its own cause, which is regular, every time it is produced. The 
premise is still the intuition: ‘“ Like causes produce like 
effects.” 

It is thus appears, that this intuitive belief is essential be- 

PHAt wias nesestady forehand, to enable us to convert an experi- 
prior premise cannot be Mental induction intoa demonstrated general 
deduction. law. Could anything more clearly prove that 
the original intuition itself cannot have been an experimental 
induction? It passes human wit to see how a logical process 
can prove its own premise, when the premise is what proves the 
process. Yet this absurdity Mill gravely attempts to ex- 
plain. His solution is, that we may trust the law of cause asa 
general premise, because it is “(an empirical law, co-extensive 
with all human experience.” May we conclude, then, that a 
man is entitled to argue from the law of cause as a valid gen- 
eral premise, only after he has acquired “all human experi- 
ence?” This simple question dissolves the sophism into thin 
air. It is experimentally certain that this is not the way in 
which the mind comes by the belief of the law; because no 
man, to the day of his death, acquires all human experience, 
but only a part, which, relatively to the whole, is exceedingly 
minute ; and because every man believes the law of cause to be 
universal, when he begins to acquire experience. The just doc- 
trine, therefore, is that experimental instances are only the oc- 
casions upon which the mind’s own intuitive power furnishes the 
self-evident law. 

This argument, young gentlemen, has, I think, also given 
meth ou an illustration of the justice of Arch- 
is inductive bishop Whateley’s logical doctrine, that in- 
ductive argument is, after all, but a branch 
of the syllogistic. The answers made to the questions, What is 
inductive argument? are, as you know, confused and contra- 
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dictory. Some logicians and many physicists seem to think 
that the colligation of similar cases of sequences in considerable 
numbers, is inductive demonstration. Whereas, I have cited to 
you Lord Bacon. declaring that if the induction proceed no far- 
ther than this, it is wholly short of a demonstration, and can but 
raise a presumption of the existence of a /awof sequence, which 
is liable to be overthrown by contrary instances. It is this mis- 
take, which accounts for the present loose condition of much 
that claims to be physical science; where an almost limitless 
license of framing hypotheses which have probability, prevails, 
claiming the precious name of ‘ science,” for what are, by Ba- 
con’s just rule, but guesses. Many other logicians, seeing the 
obvious defect of such a definition of inductive demonstration, 
and yet supposing that. they are obliged to find an essential dif- 
ference between inductive and syllogistic logic, invent I know 
not what untenable definitions of the former. It is, in fact, only 
that branch of syllogistic reasoning, which has the intuition, 
“ Like causes, like effects,” as its major premise, and which 
seeks as its conclusion the discrimination of the post hoc from 
the propter hoc, in seeking the true causative laws of events in 
nature. You may, if you please, use the word “ /uductio,’ to 
express the colligation of similar instances of sequence. But 
inductive demonstration is another matter; a far higher matter, 
which must come after. It is the logical application of some 
established canon, which will infallibly detect the immediate 
causative antecedent of an effect, amidst the apparent ante- 
cedents. Its value is in this: that when once that discovery is 
clearly made, even in one instance of sequence, we have a par- 
ticular Jaw of nature, a principle, which is a constant and per- 
manent guide of our knowledge and practice. But why does 
that discovery become the detection of a law of nature? Be- 
cause we know that the great truth reigns in nature: “ Like 
causes, like effects’—in other words, because the reason has 
evolved to itself the intuitive idea of effictent power in causes. 
I have shown you, that the valid application of those canons is, 
in each step a syllogism; a syllogism, of which the great primary 
law of causation is first premise. 

This exposition shows you that this great law is the very 
key of nature. It is, to change the meta- 
phor, the corner-stone of all the sciences of 
nature, material and physical. Hence, if its 
primary and intuitive character is essential to its validity, as I 
have argued, in vindicating this thesis we have been defending 
the very being of all the natural sciences, as well as the citadel 
of natural theology. Hence it follows that the sensualistic 
school of metaphysics is as blighting to the interests of true 
physical science, as of the divine science. The inductive meth- 
od, in the hands of physicists who grounded it substantially in 
the metaphysics of common sense, the metaphysics of Turret- 
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tin, of Dr. Clarke or of Reid, gave us the splendid results of 
‘the Newtonian era. That method, in the hands of Auguste 
Comte, J. Stuart Mill, and other sensationalists, is giving us the 
modern corruptions and license of Darwinism and Materialism. 
The unhallowed touch of this school poisons, not only theology, 
which they would fain poison, but the sciences of matter, which 
they claim as their special care. 

Few words are needed to’show the intimate rélaans be- 

True doctrine of cause tween the true doctrine of causation and 
at basis of Natural The- theology. It is on his heresy about causa- 
ology. tion, that Hume grounds his famous argu- 
ment against miracles. It is on the same error he grounds his 
objection to the teleological argument for God’s existence, that 
the world is a “singular effect.” You saw that the argu- 
ment just named for God’s existence is founded expressly on 
this great law of cause. 

I think we are now prepared to appreciate justly the clam- 
our of the sensationalists against our postu- 
lating final causes. I assert that z¢ zs only by 
postulating them, that we can have any foundation whatever for 
any inductive science. We have seen, that the sole problem of 
all inductive demonstration is, to discover, among the apparent 
antecedents in any given sequences of changes, that one, which 
is efficient cause. 

For that being infallibly ascertained, we have a Law of 

Nature. But how so? Howis it that a re- 
gular lation ascertained in one, ora few cases, may 
| b: assumed as a natural law? Because our 

reasons tell us that we are authorized to expect that antecedent 
‘which is the true efficient in a given sequence of changes, will 
be, and must be efficient to produce the same sequent, every 
time that sequence recurs under precisely the same conditions, 
throughout the realm of nature, in all ages and places. [And 
that belief is @ priori and intuitive ; else, as we saw, experience 
could never make it valid; and the demonstrations of regular 
law in nature would be impossible—i. e., science would be im- 
possible.] But on what condition can that belief be valid to the 
mind? If there is nothing truly answering to the a priori idea 
of power in the antecedent; if all the mind is entitled to postu- 
late is mere, invariable sequence; and if that efficient Power is 
to be excluded, because not given by sense perception ; is that 
belief valid? Obviously not. Again: If Cause is only mate- 
rial necessity, only a relation in blind, senseless, unknowing, in- 
voluntary matter, in matter infinitely variable and mutable, is 
there any possible foundation for their universal and invariable 
relations in given sequences? Is any intellect authorized a pri- 
ort, to expect it. Obviously not. It is only when we assume 
that there is a Creator to the created, that there is an intellect 
and will; and that, an immutable one, establishing and govern- 
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ing these sequences of physical change; that the mind can find 
any valid basis for an expectation of law in them. And that is 
to say: There is a basis of law in them because, and only be- 
cause, this ruling intelligence and will has some end in view. 
We may not know which end; but we know there is some end, 
or there would be no Law, his constancy to which is the ground, 
and the explanation, of the invariability. But that is the doc- 
trine of Final Cause! Take it away; and the inductive logic 
has no basis under it. You will remember the line | 

““The undevout Astronomer is mad’’?— : 
In the same sense we may assert, that the logic of the atheistic 
physicist is mad. Do we not find, in the prevalence of Posi- 
tivist and Sensualistic philosophy, in our day, the natural expla- 
nation of the deplorable license which now corrupts and deforms 
so much of those Natural Sciences, which, in the hands of sound, 
theistic physicists like Newton, Davy, Brewster, have run se 
s; endid and beneficent a course? 


LECTURE IX. 
SOURCES OF OUR THINKING.—Continued. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. Is the Intuitional Reason a different faculty from, and of higher authority 
than, the Logical Understanding? 
Locke’s Essay, bk. iv, ch. ii, 37. Mosheim Eccles. Hist., Cent. 17th, Sec. i, 
7 24. Morell, p. 125. pp. 161-168. 
2. To ascertain the origin of moral distinctions in our minds, state and refute the 
Selfish System of Morals, as held by Hobbes, and others. 
Jouffroy’s Introduc. to Ethicks, Lect. iii Dr. Thos. Brown, Lect. 78, 79. 
Cousin, Le Vrat, &c., Lecon 12th. Morell, p. 71- 
3. State and refute the utilitarian theory, (as held by Hume and Bentham.) 
“Crimes of Philanthrophy,” in the Lazd we Love, Dec., 1866. Jouffroy, 
Lect. 13, 14. Brown, Lect. 77, 78. Cousin, Ze Vrat, &c., Lecon 13th. 
Morell, p. 215, &c. Thornwell, Discourses on Truth, i, ii. Bishop Butler’s 
Sermons, 11th to 14th. Jonathan Edward’s Essay on the Nature of Virtue, 
ch. i, ii. 
4. State and refute Paley’s form of the Selfish System. 
Paley’s Moral Phil., pp. 24-60. (8vo. Ed.) Jouffroy, ch. 15. Brown, Lect. 


79, 80. rae Moral Science, ch. 1, 2, 3. Cousin, Du Vrai, du Beau et du ~ 
Bien, as above. 


5. State and discuss the Sentimental Theory of Dr. Adam Smith. 
Jouffroy, Lect. 16-18. Brown, Lect. 80-81. Turrettin, Loc. xi, Qu. 1. 

GEVERAL analysts of the laws of thought, such as Hobbes 
and Locke, set out with the fascinating idea of accepting 
1. Transcendentalists NOthing upon trust, and bringing everything 
claim primitive judg- to the test of experimental proof. The 
ments licentiously. miserable sensationalism and materialism to 
which this led in the hands of Priestly in England, and Condil- 
lac in France, taught men to reflect, that unless some primary 
judgments are allowed to start from, there can be no beginning 
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at all: so that some truths must have a prior authority than that 
of proof. By what faculty, then, are they perceived? Trans- 
cendentalists, from Spinoza to the modern, have all answered, 
by the intuitive reason: whose sight is direct intellection, whose 
conclusions are super-logical, and not, therefore, amenable to 
logical refutation. The frightful license of dogmatizing to which 
these schools have proceeded, shows the motive; it is to enjoy 
an emancipation from the logical obligations of proving dogmas. 
Do we say to them, Your assertions do not seem to us true, and 
we disprove them thus and thus: they reply, “Ah, that is by 
your plodding, logical understanding; intuitions of the pure 
reason are not amenable to it; and if you do not see that our 
opinion is necessarily true, in spite of objections, it is only be- 
cause the reason is less developed in you.” Sothe quarrel now 
stands. It seems to me obvious, therefore, that the next ad- 
justment and improvement, which the science of mind must 
receive, should be an adjustment of the relations between in- 
tuitions and valid deductions. 

Now, we might practically bring the transcendentalist to 
reason by saying, first, that they always 
claim the validity of the logical understand- 
ing, when they find it convenient to use it.- [The very evasion 
above stated is a deduction, by one step, from false premises !] 
Hence, consistency requires them to bow to it everywhere. 
Second; we might apply the established tests of a true intu- 
ition to their pretended ones, primariness, truth, and univer- 
sality; and thus show that, when they profess by the pure rea- 
son to see dogmas which contradict or transcend the common 
sense of mankind, they are but making wild hypotheses. But 
third: I am convinced the radical overthrow of their system 
will be seen to be, at length, in this position: that the mind sees 
the truth of a valid deduction by the same faculty, and with 
equal authority, as an axiom or other first truth—i. e., when 
major and minor premise have a conclusive relation, and that 
relation is fairly comprehended, the reason sees the conclusion 
as immediately, as necessarily, as intuitively, as authoritatively, 
as when it sees a primary truth. 

To my mind, the simple and sufficient proof of this view of 
the logical function is in these questions. 
What is the human intelligence, but a func- 
tion of seeing truth? As the eye only sees 
by looking, and all looking is direct and immediate sense intu- 
ition, how else can the mind see, than by looking—i. e., by ra- 
tional intuition? Whether the object of bodily sight be imme- 
diate or reflective, an object or its spectrum, it is still equally 
true that the eye only sees by looking—looking immediately ; 
in the latter case the spectrum only is its immediate object. So 
the mind only sees by looking; and all its looking is intuition; 
if not immediate, it is not its own; it is naught. One of the 
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All judgments intuitive 
and necessary, if valid. 
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earliest, Locke, inconsistently concurs with one of the latest, 
McGuffey, of the great English-speaking psychologists, in as- 
serting the view I adopted before consulting either. Locke’s 
proof of it seems to me perfectly valid. He argues (loco cita- 
to,) that if the mind’s nerception of a valid relation between a 
proposition and its next premise were not immediate, then there 
must be, between the two, some proposition to mediate our view 
of it. But between a proposition and its next premise, there 
can be no other interposed. 

But to this view many sound piitusaphers! even, would 
probably object strenuously. That the first 
great mark of intuitive authority, primariness, 
was lacking; that the position is utterly overthrown by the wide 
and various differences of opinion on subjects of deduction; 
while in first truths, there must be universal agreement; and 
that it is inconsistent with the fact that many derived conclu- 
sions claim no more than a probable evidence. To the first, I 
reply, the action of the reason in seeing a deduced truth, is not 
indeed a primary judgment; but the fact that the truth is seen 
only by relation to premises, does not make the intellection less 
immediate and necessary. Just so truly as the first truth is seen 
to be necessarily true, so the deduced truth is seen to be 
necessarily true, the premises being as they are. Several 
of our intuitions are intuitions of relations. Why should it be 
thought so strange that these intellections by relations should 
be intuitive? To the second, propositions called axioms have 
not always commanded universal agreement; and we are 
obliged to explain this fact by misapprehension of terms, or 
ignorance of relations included in the propositions. Well, the 
same explanation accounts consistently for the differences men 
have in their deductions; and the more numerous differences in 
this class of propositions are accounted for by the facts, that while 
the axioms are few, deductions are countless; and in any one 
there are more terms, because more propositions liable to mis- 
conception. But I do assert that, in a valid syllogism, if 
the major and minor are known to be true, and the terms are 
all fairly comprehended, the belief of the conclusion by the 
hearer is as inevitable, as necessary, as universal, as when an 
axiom is stated. Third; though in many deductions the evi- 
dence is but probable, the fact that there is probable evidence, 
may be as necessarily admitted, as in an intuitive and positive 
truth. 

We now approach, young gentlemen, that great class of 
our judgments which are of supreme impor- 
tance in theology, as in practical life—the 
class known as our moral judgments. Every 
sane man is conscious of acts of soul, which pronounce certain 
rational agents right or wrong in certain acts. With these 
‘right or wrong acts our souls unavoidably conjoin certain 
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notions and feelings of obligation, merit, demerit, approbation 
or disapprobation, and desert of reward or penalty. It is this 
peculiar class of mental states which constitutes the subject of 
the science of ethicks, or morals. All questions as to the 
nature and validity of moral judgments run into the radical 
question, as to their origin. Are they the results of a funda- 
mental and intuitive law of reason? Or are they artificial or 
factitious of some other natural principles developed into a 
form only apparently peculiar, by habit, association, or train- 
ing? In answering this all-important question, I shall pursue 
this method, to set aside the various false analyses, until we 
reach the true one. 

The Selfish System, presenting itself in many varied forms 

from Hobbes (natural desire of enjoyment 
eee. only motive) cee Mandeville (the ‘desire 
of being applauded is the moral motive) down to Paley, has 
always this characteristic: it resolves our idea of virtue. into 
self-interest. Its most refined form, perhaps, is that which says, 
since acts of benevolence, sympathy, justice, are found to be 
attended with an immediate inward pleasure, (self-approbation, ) 
that pleasure is the motive of our moral acts. We discuss 
several phases together. 

I remark, that on the selfish system, the notion of right, 

Refuted. rst. Byin- Guty, obligation, free-agency, could never 
tuitive Beliefs of Right have arisen in the mind, and have no relev- 
and Free-agency. ancy or meaning. Let man frame the 
proposition.: ‘That which furthers self-interest is right;” the 
very employment of the word right betrays the fact that 
the mind recognizes a standard other than that of self- 
interest. And any analysis of the notion shows that it is 
utterly violated and falsified, when made identical with self- 
interest. Thus, Hobbes says, each man’s natural right is to 
pursue his own natural self-interest supremely. But according 
to his own showing, this “right” in A implies no corresponding 
duty in him, and no obligation in his neighbour, B, to respect 
it, and no recognition on the part of any other. Any body 
has a “right”? to prevent A from having his “right.” Queer 
right this ! 

If interest is the whole motive, then, when the question 
arises, whether I shall do, or omit a certain action, you cannot 
consistently expect me to consider anything but this: whether 
or not the doing of it will promote my own advantage, and 
that, in the form I happen to prefer. If I say, “This result 
will most gratify me,’ the argument is at an end; my proposed 
act is, for me, right; there is no longer any standard of uniform 
moral distinction. The same remark shows that the judgment - 
of obligation to a given act is then baseless. Attempt to apply 
any of those arguments, by which Epicureanism attempts to 
interpose an “ought not” between a man and any natural in- 
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dulgence; (as this: “ This sensual pleasure will indeed promote 
animal, but hinder intellectual pleasure, which is higher. And 
since pleasure is the rational chief good, you should prefer the 
more to the less;’”) the reply is: “ Animal joys are to me larger 
than intellectual ;” and the ground of obligation is gone. If no 
indulgence is less or more virtuous than any other, then no 
possible argument of obligation can be constructed, in the face 
of an existing preference, for refraining from any. If the sen- 
sualistic psychology is true, from which the selfish schemes 
proceed, then desire for natural good, which they make the 
only moral motive, is a passive affection of the soul. It is no 
more voluntary, when the object of desire is presented, than is 
pain when you are struck, or a chill when you are deluged with 
cold water. Where, now, is that free-agency which, we intui- 
tively feel, is rudimental to all moral action and responsibility ? 
Man is no longer self-directed by subjective, rational motives, 
but drawn hither and thither like a puppet, by external forces. 
But if not a free, he cannot bea moralagent. Of course, also, 
there is no longer any basis for any judgment of merit or 
demerit in acts, or any moral obligation to punishment. Pen- 
alties become the mere expedients of the stronger for protecting 
their own selfishness. And as this is as true of the future, all 
religious sanctions are at an end! 
This theory teaches that this selfish pleasure apprehended 
od. From Prece. PY the mind, in acquiring an object, must al- 
dence of Intuitive Dee ways be the motive for seeking it. The 
sire to Calculation. analysis is false; desire must be instinctive; 
otherwise man could not have his first volition till after the voli- 
tion had put him on the way of experiencing the — pleasant 
result of the fruition! Many desires are obviously instinctive ; 
e. g., curiosity. Now, since the self-pleasing cannot be the 
original element of the desire, it cannot be proved that this is 
our element of rightness, in classifying our desires. See now, 
how this analysis would assign the effect as the cause of its own 
cause. A does a disinterested act. The conciousness of hav- 
ing done disinterestedly gives A an’ inward pleasure. This 
after-pleasure, proceeding from the consciousness that the act 
was unselfish, prompted to the act! Thus the effect caused its 
own cause! The absurdity of the scheme is further proved by 
this: If the fact that a disinterested act results in inward satis- 
faction to him who did it, proves that act selfish; then the fact 
that a selfish act usually results in inward pain to him who 
perpetrates it, proves that act to have been a disinterested one 
in motive. 
If the selfish theory of action were true, the adaptation of 
3rd. From intuitive @nother person’s conduct to confer personal 
Difference of advan- advantage on us, should be synonymous with 
lage and.merit. merit in our eyes. The villain who shared 
with us the reward of his misdeeds, to bribe us to aid or ap- 
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plaud him, would evoke the same sentiment of gratitude, as the 
mother who blessed us with her virtuous self-sacrifice; and 
there would be no generic difference between the hollow flat- 
tery of the courtier for the monster on whose bounty he 
fattened, and the approbation of the virtuous for patriotism or 
benevolence. 
If our notion of good acts is nothing but a generalization 
ath. From Vividness Of the idea of acts promotiveof. our self- 
of Unsophisticated interest, he who has most experimental 


Biers permet. knowledge of human affairs (i. e., he who is 


most hackneyed in this world’s ways,) must have the clearest 
and strongest apprehensions of moral distinctions; because he 
would most clearly apprehend this tendency of actions. He 
who was wholly inexperienced, could have no moral distinctions. 
Is this so? Do we not find the most unsophisticated have the 
most vivid moral sympathies? The ignorant child in the nur- 
sery more than the hackneyed man of experience ? 
But the crowning absurdity of the theory appears here; 
sth. From Conscious- that our consciousness always teaches us, that 
ness. No Merit where the pleasure we have in well-doing depends 
SEH prelens. wholly upon our feeling that the virtuous 
act had no reference to self; and the moment we feel that self- 
pleasing was our prime motive, we feel that our moral pleasure 
therein is wholly marred. Indeed, the best and the sufficient 
argument against this miserable theory would, perhaps, be the 
instinctive loathing and denial uttered against it by every man’s 
soul, who is rightly constituted. The honest man knows, by 
his immediate consciousness, that when he does right, selfish- 


- ness is not his motive; and that if it were, he would be utterly 


self-condemned. As Cousin nervously remarks: Our con- 
sciousness tells us, that the approbation we feel for disinterested 
virtue is wholly disinterested, and it is impossible for us to feel 
it unless we feel that the agent for whom we feel it was disin- 
terested in this act. Thus, a thousand things in the acts, the 
language, and the consciousnesses of men are utterly irrecon- 
cilable with this hateful analysis, and show it to be as unphilo- 
sophical as degrading. Our crowning objection is found in its 
effect on our view of the divine character. That which is man’s 
finite virtue must be conceived infinite, as constituting the virtue 
of God, (if there is a God.) His holiness must be only sove- 
reign self-interest! | 

In the next place, I group together three theories of the 
nature of virtue, which really amount to the 
same; that of David Hume, who taught that 
an act is apprehended by us as virtuous, 
because it is seen to be useful to mankind; that of Jeremy 
Bentham, who taught that whatever conduct is conducive to 
the greatest good of the greatest number, is right; and that of 
some New England divines and philosophers, who teach that 


ti. Utilitarian Eth- 
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virtue consists in benevolence. The latter is practically synon- 
ymous with the two former. For the practical expression of 
benevolence is beneficence. This theory of virtue is a natural 
off-shoot of Jonathan Edwards’ theory of virtue. This great 
and good man would probably be shocked to have his specula- 
tion, as to “the nature of true virtue,” classed with those of the 
infidel, utilitarian school. But the historical development of it 
since his death, proves the justice of the charge. It is, more- 
over, so interesting an exposition of the unavoidable tenden- 
cies of the “Benevolence Theory,” and has so important 
relations to existing errors in theology, that I must ask you to 
pause a moment to consider Edwards’ view. 

As is suggested by the Rev'd Ro. Hall, Edwards was 
probably impelled to this piece of false anal- 
ysis, by his love of simplifying. His desire 
was to unify the ultimate principles of the 
rational spirit, as much as possible. Hence, instead of regard- 
ing virtuous acts and states of soul as an ultimate and inde- 
pendent category, he teaches that they all most essentially 
consist in ‘‘ Benevolence to Being in General,” meaning, of 
course, rational being, or, “love to being in general.’”” And 
this love, which is the essence of all virtue, he expressly defines 


Edwards’ Theory of 
Virtue. 


as the love of benevolence only, as distinct from the love of » 


moral complacency. This is essential to his system; for, as he 
himself argues, the love of moral complacency must imply 
moral beauty in its object. The perception of moral beauty 
generates the love which is moral complacency. If the love 
which constitutes moral beauty were that moral complacency, 
Edwards argues that we should make a thing its own parent. 
Of. this, more anon. tHe then proceeds “The ‘first abject gok 
virtuous benevolence is Being, simply considered ;” and hence: 
“ Being in general is its object.” That to which its ultimate 
propensity tends is “the highest good of being in general.” 
From this conclusion, Edwards draws this corollary: There 
may be a benevolence towards a particular Being, which is 
virtuous, because that particular Being is a part of the aggre- 
gate, general being; but the affection is virtuous, only provided 
it consists with the “‘ highest good of being in general.” Again: 
That being who has the greatest quantum of existence must 
attract the largest share of this benevolence. Hence, we must 
love God more than all creatures, because He is infinite in the 
dimensions of His existence; and we ought, among creatures, 
to love a great and good man proportionably more than one 
less able and full of being. The grounds of proof on which 
Edwards seems to rest his conclusion are these: That every 
judgment of beauty, of every kind, is analysable into a percep- 
tion of order and harmony; but the most beautiful and lofty of 
all rational harmonies is this concent or benevolence of an in- 
telligent Being to all like Being: That the Scriptures say 
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“God is love ;” and “Love is the fulfilling of the whole law” 
between man and his neighbour: And that this theory explains 
so well the superior claims of God to our love, over creatures’ 
claims to our love. 
The transition between this plausible, but most sophistical 
pgiynileas fo speculation, and the utilitarian scheme, and 
Hihins: ethics of expediency, which underlie the New 
England Theology, of our day, is found in 
the writings of Dr. Samuel Hopkins, (and “the younger Ed- 
wards.”) In their hands, “ Love to Being in General,” became 
simply the affection of benevolence; and the theory became 
this: That benevolence is all virtue, and all virtue is benevo- 
lence. I have already disclosed the affinity of this theory to 
the utilitarian, by the simple remark, that beneficence is the 
practical expression of benevolence. Hence, when he who has 
defined virtue as benevolence, comes to treat of virtue as a 
practical principle, he makes nothing else of it than Jeremy 
Bentham’s “ greatest good of the greatest number.’ We shall 
detect Dr. Hopkins adopting this, and even the most thoroughly 
selfish theory of virtue, in carryiug out his benevolence-scheme, 
with an amusing candour, simplicity and inconsistency. 
Proceeding to the refutation of Edwards’ scheme, I begin 
with his Scriptures. The same logic which 
infers it from the expression, ‘God is love,” 
would infer from the text, “God is light,” that He is nothing 
but pure intelligence; and from the text, “Our God is a con- 
suming fire,” that He is nothing but vindicatory justice. All 
Scriptures must be interpreted consistently. Neither can we 
overstrain the declarations of our Saviour and the apostle, that 
“love fulfils the whole law” between man and man, into the 
theory that benevolence is the whole essence of virtue. The 
proposition of the Scripture contains a beautiful practical fact: 
that the virtue of love (which, in Scripture nomenclature, in- 
cludes far nore than benevolence) prompts to all other virtues. 
I exclude the overstrained inference by simply referring to the 
other passages of Scripture, which expressly name other dis- 
tinguishable virtues in addition to love. ‘“ Now abideth faith, 
hope, love: these three: but the greatest of these is love.”— 
1 Cor. xiii: 13. “Add to .your ‘faith. virtue, and -to virtue 
knowledge, and to knowledge temperance, and to temperance 
patience, and to patience godliness, and to godliness brotherly 
kindness, and to brotheriy kindness love.’---2 Pet. I: 5, 6. 
When the Scriptures declare love to God the great Command- 
ment, they mean a very different thing from Edwards’ benevo- 
lence to Being; ‘‘a propensity to its highest good.” The 
supreme object of holy love in the Scriptures is always God’s 
holiness. The affection is as distinct from mere benevolence, 
as adoration from kindness. The love of the Scriptures, in 
which all man’s holiness centres, is the attraction of the whole 


Refuted. 


102 ‘ SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


soul, in all its active principles, towards all that is pure and 
venerable, and righteous and true, as well as good, in the divine 
character. 

To Edwards’ speculative grounds, I reply, Ist. His ground- 
ing of moral virtue in a harmony or order 
perceived, is utterly invalid as a support of 
his theory, unless he holds that zsthetic beauty, logical pro- 
priety and moral praiseworthiness, are all: generically the same 
beauty, only differing in degree. For if not, the order and 
harmony whose perception gives the feeling of virtuousness, 
are a different kind; and Edwards, as much as I, is bound to 
answer the question: In what does moral beauty differ from 
the esthetic and the logical? I can answer consistently: In 
conformity to a peculiar, original intuition, that of conscience. 
Indeed, the fat that every sane mind intuitively perceives that 
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difference, is, of itself, a sufficient refutation of Edwards’ and’ 


of every other false analysis of the moral sentiment. 

We have seen that Edwards regards the love of benevo- 
lence, not the love of moral complacency, as 
the primary essence of virtue: and I showed 
you the argument which led him to this consistent conclusion. 
The love of complacency, then, is love to a rational agent on 
account of his love of benevolence; and the former is not 
primarily of the essence of virtue. That is: it is not virtuous 
to love virtue! It is true that ona subsequent page, he retracts 
this absurdity; availing himself virtually of a theory of sym- 
pathy between the virtuous (or benevolent) agent and the 
approving. spectator, to argue what he had before disproved. 


Edwards’ parodox. 


This is but the anticipation of the vicious analysis of Adam | 


Smith. By a parallel process, Edwards’ principles should lead 
him to conclude that disinterested gratitude is not virtuous. 
Saith he, “the first benevolence cannot be gratitude.” True; 
for this first benevolence must regard its object simply as being, 
not as beneficent. Hence, for me to love a being because he 
has been a benefactor to me, is not virtue! Edwards, in a sub- 
sequent chapter, resolves gratitude into self-love, but he is not 
thereby designing to depreciate the affection of gratitude, for 
in the same chapter he analyses the jusement: and emotions 
of conscience into the same self-love! 

We have seen that Edwards makes the essence of virtue to 
be “love to being in general.” Another fatal 
objection to this is, that it assigns us as the 
object of every virtuous affection, a mere 
abstraction, a general idea. Whereas, if consciousness tells 
you anything clearly of your moral sentiments, it is that their 
objects must be personal. Only a person can oblige us toa 
duty. Only a person can be the object of aright. Pantheism, 
as we saw, abolishes morality by obliterating the personality 
of God. Edwards’ speculation would do it as effectually, in 
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another way. Again, says Edwards, love to a particular being 
is compatible with the definition of virtue as consisting in “love 
to being in general,” provided the particular affection is con- 
sistent with the highest good of being in general. But I object 
again; this proviso is one which cannot be practically ascer: 
tained, by ordinary moral agents, in one of ten thousand cases 
in which they are called to act morally towards a particular 
object. The motive of the peasant-mother may be virtuous, 
when she forsakes the industrial avocation which she was 
pursuing, promotive of the public good, to nurse her own sick 
and dying child, provided she has successfully calculated the 
preponderance of the resultant general benefit of the nursing 
over the industry! I object farther, that this theory might lead 
a man to the breach of a nearer, and therefore more obligatory 
duty, for the sake of one remoter, and therefore less obligatory. 
The son would be bound to rescue a great and gifted stranger 
from fire or water, in preference to his own father, because the 
great man presented to his lovea greater guantum of existence. 

I object again; that on Edwards’ theory it might be impos- 
sible to explain how it is our duty to honor a dead man for his 
virtues. He is beyond the reach of our benevolence; he can 
be neither benefited nor pleased by our plaudits. And espec- 
ially is it impossible, on this theory, to include God directly in 
our virtuous affections. Remember, the essence of all virtue 
with him is that simple love of benevolence, whose propension 
is to promote the highest good of being in general. But God 
is infinitely blessed ; His good cannot be promoted by creatures. 
Does this not obviously exempt Him from our benevolence? 
Edwards answers this laboriously, by pleading that our homage 
can promote God’s declarative glory; the Scriptures exhort us 
to love, adore and praise Him. This is true, but the Scriptures 
ground these duties of love and adoration expressly upon God’s 
moral perfections: It is these, not existence, which constitute 
Him the object of our moralhomage This fact alone overthrows 
Edwards’ whole speculation. 

All benevolence-schemes tacitly assume the validity of 
the a priori moral intuition, with which they 
propose to dispense. For, suppose an advo- 
cate of the sensual selfish system to demand 
of their advocates: ‘Why is it my duty to make the greatest 
good of the greatest number my chief end, instead of my own 
personal good?” The respondent could find no answer, with- 
out resorting to the original distinction of advantage from right, 
and the obligation to the latter. 

The most mischievous part of Edwards’ scheme I conceive 
to be, his derivation of the judgments and 
emotions of conscience itself, from general 
self-love. As that direct and simple love of benevolence, which 
is the pure essence of virtue, is concent and harmony with 
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general being, as being; so self-love, according to Edwards, is 
a propension towards the concent and harmony or unity of one’s 
own being. The former principle tends to unite the individual 
with general Being. Hence the consciousness of an affection 
tending to break that benevolent unison, disunites the man’s 
own being within itself. Self-love then produces the judgment 
and pain of remorse; for this pain is nothing but the sense of 
the breach of that self-unity, which 1s self-love’s main object. 
_ Thus it follows that the sentiments of conscience, (like gratitude) 
are only of secondary rank in ethics! By this ill-starred logical 
jugglery is that imperial faculty degraded, whose intuitions and 
affections are the very spring-head of all the ethical acts of the 
human soul, and made an inferior consequence of the virtuous 
principle; a consequence of its defect, a modification of self- 
love. It would follow, of course, that the perfect man might 
be too virtuous to have any conscience at all. It is simpler 
reasoning still, to conclude as many of Edwards’ followers have 
done, from his premises; that, as simple benevolence is virtue, 
self-love is sin. [And thus would come about that marvelous 
interpretation, which is one of the most recent triumphs of the 
New England theology; when in expounding Gen. 3: 22, it tells 
us that Adam and Eve acquired a knowledge of moral distinc- 
tions only by their fall. For, conscience is a development of 
the principle of self-love, as Edwards teaches; and self-love is 
the essence of sin, as the moderns say: whence it follows, that 
man acquires his moral nature only by his immorality. 

These fatuous absurdities Edwards was too shrewd to adopt. 
He does not teach, as his premises should 
have taught him, that self-love is sin. Indeed, 
ina part “of his treatise, he adopts the correct 
analysis of Bp. Butler, as to this affection. Inform yourselves 
of that analysis in his sermons, from the 11th to the 14th. He 
there teaches us, with his customary profound simplicity, the 
true testimony of our consciousness; That benevolence and 
self-love are in fact distinguishable, but not opposite affections 
of the soul (as is so often popularly assumed); Thatinstead of 
being universally opposed, they often co-operate as motives to 
the same act; That the act thus educed may be either virtuous 
or vicious, according to its conditions ; That both benevolence 
and self-love are so far in the same moral categories, that noto- 
riously, some acts of simple self-love, (as when a man directly 
seeks his own calculated but lawful, or obligatory personal 
good) and many acts of benevolence are virtuous; and that 
many acts of self-love (as when a man prefers his own mis- 
chievous animal pleasure), and many acts of disinterestedness 
(as when a man deliberately injures himself for the sake of 
revenge), are vicious. From these clear statements it follows 
obviously, that the benevolent cannot be exalted into the 
universal essence of virtue, nor the selfish into that of sin. 


Sin and self-love yet 
not identical. 
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These theories derive all the plausibility of their sophistries 
What has suggested from three facts. It has been so often said, 
these Benevolence that “ Honesty is the best policy,” that men 
Schemes come to think the goodness of the policy is 
what makes it honest; To promote utility, or, in other words, 
to do acts of beneficence to mankind, is, in a multitude of 
cases, right and praiseworthy ; The duties of benevolence are 
duties, and a very extensive class thereof; but not, therefore, 
exhaustive of all duties. Once more, in the business of legis- 
lation, the expedient is very much the guide; and crimes are 
punished chiefly in proportion to their tendency to injure the 
well-doing of society. This might easily deceive one who, like 
Bentham, was far more of a legislator than philosopher, to sup- 
pose that he had found, in the beneficence of acts, the essential 
element of their virture. He forgets that human laws propose 
as their proximate end only the protection of human well-being 
in this world; and not the accurate final apportionment of 
merits. This is God’s function alone. 
The utilitarian schemes of ethics profess to stand in 
Gj contrast to the selfish, because they propose 
not the selfish good of the agent, but the 
well-being of mankind, as the element and test of virtue. But 
they would really involve, as Jouffroy argues, the vice of the 
selfish systems, if consistently carried out to their last result. 
For when the question 1s raised, ‘‘ Why do men come to regard 
the utile as the right?” the answer must be, because well-being 
(natural enjoyment) is the properest end of man. But thence 
it must follow, that desire of natural good is man’s properest 
motive of action. Thus the moral motive is as effectually left 
out of the analysis as by Hobbes himself; and the same absurd 
psychology is assumed, which makes desire for natural good 
the result of experienced good, whereas the desire must act 
first, ‘or the good would never have come to be experienced. 
But more; if desire for natural good is man’s properest motive 
of action, it must follow, that his own personal good must 
always be the properest end of moral action; because this 
must always be the nearest, most immediate object of the 
natural desire. These schemes make aggregate humanity the 
supreme object of moral action; the true God. But the individ- 
ual agent is a part of that aggregate; a part of his own God! 
And as he is the most attainable part—the only part for whose 
natural welfare he can labour effectually—I see not how the 
practical conclusion is to be avoided; that he is his own prop- 
erest supreme end. Thus we are led back to the vilest results 
of the selfish system; and such, experience teaches us, is the 
practical tendency. While the utilitarian schemes profess great 
beneficence, they make their votaries supremely politic and 
selfish. 
But farther; the scheme does not correctly state the facts 


Ist. It is selfish, in fact. 
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of our consciousness. The mind does not 
feel that obligation to an act is always its 
mere utility or beneficence, nor that the 
merit of the agent arises out of the advantage his act effects. 
How often, for instance, do questions arise, as to the obligation 
of speaking truth; where, if utility were the element of obli- 
gation, none would be felt; yet the mind would feel most 
guilty, had falsehood been uttered in the case. Again; were 
utility the element of virtue, the rightness or wrongness of an 
act would only be apprehended so far as experience had given 
uz cnowledge as to the beneficence or mischievousness of its 
effects. Is this so? Does not the conscience lash us for secret 
sins which leave no loss of reputation, health, or capacity behind 
them; and lash us all the more promptly and keenly, as we are 
inexperienced of crime and its wretched consequences?. Far- 
ther; were this theory true, all truly useful things should affect 
us with similar sentiments of moral approbation, a convenient 
bureau, or good milch cow, as truly as a faithful friend, or a 
benevolent rescuer. Does Hume attempt to escape by saying 
that it is the rational and voluntary useful act which affects us 
with the sentiment of approbation? Then, we reply, he has 
given up the case; for evidently the morality of the act is not in 
its utility, but inits rational motive. Once more; if utility is the 
sole element of virtue, then the degree of utility should also be 
the measure of virtuous merit. We should always feel those 
acts to be most meritorious which were most conducive to natu- 
ral good. But do we? e.g. Which ennobles Daniel most in 
our eyes: the heroism which refused to bow his conscience to 
an impious prohibition of his king, when the penalty was the 
lions’ den, or the diligence which dispensed order and prosperity 
over one hundred and twenty provinces? And the extravagant 
conclusions of Godwin must be accepted—that duties must be 
graded by us in proportion to the public importance of the 
person who was their object; so that it might be the son’s duty 
to see his own father drown, in order to save some more valu- 
able life, who is a stranger to him. 
Were the utilitarian scheme true, it might be in some cases ut- 
3d. If so, we might terly impossible to convince a man that it was 
“do evil that good may immoral to “ do evil that good might come.” 
come.” If the consequences of the evil act, so far as 
foreseen by his mind, seemed beneficial, it would be right to do 
it. Nor could the claims of retributive justice in many cases 
be substantiated; the criminal who gave, by his penitence, suf- 
ficient guarantee that he would offend no more, could not be 
made, without immorality, to pay his debt of guilt. Andabove 
all, eternal retributions would be utterly indefensible in a God of 
infinite wisdom and power. How can they advantage the universe, 
including the sufferers, as much as their pardon and thorough 
conversion would benefit them, without injuring the rest? 


2d. Utility not the con- 
scious rule of obligation. 
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Paley’s type of the Selfish System may be said to be 
equally perspicuous and false. That sucha 
specimen of impotency and sophism in phi- 
losophy should come from a mind capable of so much justice 
and perspicuity of reasoning, as he has exhibited in the experi- 
mental field of Natural Theology, is one of the most curious 
facts in the history of opinion. I shall first attempt to rebut 
the objections which he insinuates against the originality of 
moral perceptions, and then criticise his own theory. 
He first proposes to test the question, whether such dis- 
Bade tinctions are originally and intuitively per- 
Cokes ceived, by supposing a case of what we call 
odious filial treachery, stated to a mind per- 
fectly untutored by human associations, example, and teaching ; 
and asking us whether he would immediately feel its vileness, 
with us. We answer, of course, No. But to show how ab- 
surdly preposterous the test is, we need not, with Dr. Alex- 
ander, dwell on the complexity of the moral problem involved. 
The simple answer is, that such a mind would not have the 
moral sentiment, because he would not comprehend the relations 
out of which the violated obligations grew, nor the very words 
used, to state them. In no proper sense could the untutored 
mind be said to see the case. Now, what a paltry trick is it, 
to argue that a mind has not a power of comparison, because 
it cannot compare objects which it does not behold at all ? 
Paley insinuates (none of his objections to moral intuitions 
are stated boldly) that our notions of the 
ett rants hem fe moral may all be accounted for by associ- 
_ ation and imitation. Thus, “having noticed 
that certain actions produced, or tended to produce, good con- 
sequences, whenever those actions are spoken of, they suggest, 
by the law of association, the pleasing idea of the good they 
are wont to produce. What association begins, imitation 
strengthens ; this habit of connecting a feeling of pleasure with 
classes of acts is confirmed by similar habits of thought and 
feeling around us, and we dub it the sentiment of moral appro- 
bation.” (Borrowed from Hume.) Now, this analysis is shown 
to be worthless in this one word. The law of association does 
not transmute, but only reproduces, the mental states connected 
by it. How, then, can the feeling of pleasure, which begins 
from a perceived tendency in a class of acts to promote natura’ 
good, he changed by association into the pleasure of moral 
approbation? . They are distinct enough at first. Again: How, 
on this scheme, could men ever come to have pain of conscience 
at sins which are naturally pleasurable, and attended with neo 
more direct natural ill? And how could the fact ever be 
explained, that we often have the sentiment of remorse for 
doing something in compliance with general associations and 
imitation ? 


4th. Paley’s scheme. 
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Another class of objections is drawn from the facts that 
Objects, that they Man has no innate ideas of the abstract ele- 
are notreferabletoany ment of moral right; and that moralists, 
simpler type. though asserting the instinctive origin of 
moral perceptions, have never been able to point to any one 
type, or simple abstract element, (as veracity, &c.,) into which 
all moral acts might be resolved. After ourcriticism of Lecke, 
no farther answer will be needed to the first objection. ‘The 
second, when examined, will be found to be a bald begging of 
the question. The question is, whether the rightness of acts is 
an original perception of the human reason. Now, if it be, it 
will of course follow that it cannot be referred to some more 
general type of perception. Can this general idea, a truth, be 
analysed? Why not? Because it is already simple and pri- 
mary. Who dreams of arguing now that the human reason has 
no original capacity of perceiving truth in propositions, because 
it has no more general and abstract type, into which the sorts 
of truth in different classes of propositions may be referred ? 
So, of the idea of rightness. 

Paley also borrows the common argument of objectors, 
from the wide variety, and even contrariety 
of moral opinions in different ages and na- 
tions. In one nation, filial duty is supposed to consist in nursing 
an aged parent; in another land, in eating him, &c., &c. The 
answers are, that no one ever pretended any human faculty was 
perfect in its actings, however original. Habit and association, 
example, passion, have great influence in perverting any faculty. 
Next, as justly remarked by Dr. Alexander, many of the sup- 
posed cases of contrariety of moral judgments are fully ex- 
plained by the fact, that the dictate of conscience, right in the 
general, is perverted by some error or ignorance of the under- 
standing. The Christian mother feels it her duty to cherish the 
life of her infant; the Hindoo to drown hers in Holy Ganges! 
True. Yet both act onthe dictate of conscience—that a mother 
should seek the highest good of her infant. The Hindoo has 
been taught by her false creed, to believe that she does this by 
transferring it in childhood to heaven. Once more; it isa most 
erroneous conclusion to infer that, because men perform, in some 
countries, what are here regarded as odious vices, with seeming 
indifference and publicity, therefore their moral sentiments 
about them do not agree with ours. An educated Hindoo will 
lie for a penny, and, when detected, laugh at itas smart. A Hot- 
tentot woman will seem shameless in her lewdness. Yet weare 
informed that the Hindoo reverences and admires the truthful- 
ness of a Christianized Briton; and that the poor Hottentot 
scorns the unchaste European missionary, just as any female 
here would. The amount of the case is, that conscience may 
be greatly stupefied or drowned by evil circumstances; but her 
general dictates, so far as heard, are infallibly uniform. 


And variable. 
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Paley, having succeeded, to his own satisfaction, in proving 
that there is no sufficient evidence of moral 
intuitions existing in the human soul, gives 
his own definition. ‘ Virtue is doing good to 
mankind, according to the will of God, for the sake of everlast- 
ing happiness.” And moral obligation, he defines, as nothing 
else than a forcible motive arising out of acommand of another. 
That this scheme should ever have seemed plausible to Chris- 
tians, can only be accounted for by the fact that we intuitively 
feel, when a God is properly apprehended, that His will is a per- 
fect rule of right; and that it is moral to do all His commands 
But when we raise the’ question, why? the answer is, becauss 
His will, like His character, is holy. To do His will, then, is 
not obligatory merely because an Almighty has commanded it. 
but He has commanded it because it is obligatory. The dis- 
tinction of right and wrong is intrinsic. 

The objections to Paley’s system are patent. He himself 
raises the question, wherein virtue, on his 
definition, differs from a prudent self-love 
ay. in temporal things. His answer is, the latter 
has regard only to this life; the former considers also future 
immortal well-being. Brown well observes of this, that it is but 
a more odious refinement upon the selfish system; defiling 
man’s very piety, by making it a selfish trafficking for personal 
advantage with God, and fostering a more. gigantic moral 
egotism, insomuch as immortality is longer than mortal life. All 
the objections leveled against the selfish system by me, apply, 
therefore, justly here. This scheme of Paley is equally false to 
our consciousness, which tells us that when we act, in all relative 
duties, with least reference to self, then we are most praise- 
worthy. 

But we may add, more especially, that on Paley’s scheme 
of obligation, it is hard to see how he could 
deny that there may be, in some cases, as 
real a moral obligation to do wrong, as to do 
right. A company of violent men overpower me, and command 
me, on pain of instant death, to burn. down my neighbor's 
dwelling. Here is “a forcible motive arising from the com- 
mand of another.” Why does it not constitute a moral obliga- 
tion to the crime? Paley would reply, because God commands 
me not to burn it, on pain of eternal death ; and this obligation 
destroys the other, because the motive is vastly more forcible. 
It seems, then, that in God’s cse, it is His might which makes 
His right. 

Once more. On Paley’s scheme, there could be no morality 

q _..,.. nor moral obligation, where there is no revel- 
peice hae ation from God; because neither the rule, 
no virtue in God. nor motive, nor obligation of virtue exists. 

They do not exist indeed, Paley might reply, 


Paley’s definition of 
duty, &c. 


Objections. The sys- 
tem a selfish one. 


Force may justify 
sin. 
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in the form of a revealed theology; but they are there in the 
teachings and evidences of Natural Theology. “ The heathen 
which have not the law are a law unto themselves, their con- 
sciences,’ &c. But if there are no authoritative intuitions given 
by God to man’s soul, of moral distinctions, then Natural 
Theology has no sufficient argument whatever to prove that 
God is a moral being, or that He wills us to perform moral acts. 
Look and see. And, in fine: What can God’s morality be; 
since there is no will of a higher being to regulate His acts, and 
no being greater than He to hold out the motive of eternal 
rewards for obeying ! 

The ingenious scheme of Dr. Adam Smith, Theory of Mor. 
Sents., may be seen very perspicuously 
unfolded in Jouffroy. Thisscheme is by no 
means so mischievous and degrading as that 
of Hobbes, Hume or Paley. But it is incorrect. Its funda- 
mental defect is, that in each step it assumes the prior existence 
of the moral sentiment, in order to account for it. For instance, 
it says: We feel approbation for an act, when we experience 
a sympathetic emotion with the sentiments in the agent which 
prompted it. But sympathy only reproduces the same emotion; 
it does not transmute it; so that unless the producing sentiment 
in the agent were moral, it could not, by sympathy, generate a 
moral sentiment in us. It supposes conscience comes thus: 
Weimagine an ideal man contemplating our act, conceive the 
kind of sentiments he feels for us, and then sympathize there- 
with. But how do we determine the sentiments of this ideal 
man looking at our act? He is but a projection of our own 
moral sentiments. So, in each step, Dr. S. has to assume the 
phenomenon, as already produced; for the production of 
which he would account. Another fatal objection to Dr. Smith’s 
scheme is, that the sympathetic affection in the beholder is 
always fainter than the direct sentiment in the object beheld. 
But conscience visits upon us stronger affections than are 
awakened by beholding the moral acts of another, and approv- 
ing or blaming them. The sentiments of conscience should, 
according to Dr. Smith, be feebler; for they are the reflection 
of a reflection. 


sth Dr. A. Smith’s 
theory 
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I. What the true theory of the moral Distinction and Obligation? Compare it 
with that of /ouffroy. Is the moral Distinction seen by the Reason, or by a distinct 
faculty ? 

Bp. Butler’s Sermons, viz: Preface and’ Sermon on Rom. xii: 4, 5. Cousin, 

Le Vrat, Le Beau, Le Bien, Lecon 14th. Alexander’s Moral Science, ch. 2-7, 

inclus., and ch. 10. Jouffroy, Introduc. to Ethics, Lect. 1 to 3. Thornweli, 

Discourses on Truth, i, ii. 

2. Explain the moral Emotion involved with the moral judgment, and in con- 
nection criticize the schemes of Hutcheson and Brown. 

Cousin as above. Alex. Mor. Sc., ch.6 to 11. Dr. Thos. Brown, Lect. 81, 

82. Jouffroy, Lect 19, 20. 

3. State the true doctrine of the supremacy and authority of conscience. 

Butler’s Sermon on Rom. ii: 14. Alexander, ch. 8, 9. 

4. What qualities are necessary to moral agency and responsibility ? 

Alexander, ch. 13, 14. Dr. Thos. Brown, Lect. 73. 

RE moral distinctions intrinsic; and are they intuitively 

perceived? We have now passed in review all the several 
theories which answer, no; and found them 
untenable. Hence, alone, we derive a strong 
probability that the affirmative is the true 
answer; e.g. All the chemists endeavour in vain to analyse a 
given material substance into some other. known one; but fail. 
It is, therefore, assumed to be simple and original. 

We must assume this of the moral sentiment; or else it is 
unintelligible how mankind ever became possessed of the moral 
idea. For every original and simple idea, whether sensitive or 
rational, with which our souls are furnished, we find an appro- 
priate original power; and without this the idea could never 
have been entertained by man. Had man no eyes, he would 
have never had ideas of light and colours; no ear, he could 
never have had the idea of melody ; no taste, he would forever 
have lacked the idea of beauty. So, if the idea of rightness in 
acts is not identical with that of truth, nor utility, nor benevo- 
lence, nor self-love, nor love of applause, nor sympathetic 
harmony, nor any other original sentiment; it must be received 
directly by an original moral power in the soul. To this, in the 
second place, consciousness testifies: the man who calmly and 
fully investigates his own mental processes, will perceive that 
his view and feeling of the rightness of some acts arise imme- 
diately in his mind; without any medium, except the 
comprehension of the real relations of the act; that their rise is 
unavoidable; and that their failure to rise would be immediately 
and necessarily apprehended by all, as a fundamental defect of 
his soul. There is, indeed, a great diversity in the estimation 
vf the more complex details of moral questions. And man’s 

rae) 
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intuition of those distinctions is often disturbed by three causes, 
well stated by Dr. Brown—complexity of elements, habits of 
association, and prevalent passion. But, allowing for these, 
there is just the universal and immediate agreement in all sane 
human minds, which we expect to find in the acceptance of 
necessary first truths. In the fundamental and simple ideas of 
morals, men are agreed. And in the case of any other intuitions, 
we have to make precisely the same allowance, and to expect 
the same disturbing causes. These, with the remarks I 
made in refutation of Paley’s objections, I think suffice to 
sustain the true theory on that point. | 
I hold, then, that as there is, in some propositions, (not in 
all—some are truisms, many are meaningless, 
and some so unknown as to be neither affirmed 
nor denied,) the element of truth or falsehood, 
original, simple, incapabable of anlaysis or definition in simpler 
terms, and ascertainable by the mind’s intellection; so there is 
in actions, of the class called moral, an intrinsic quality of 
rightness or wrongness, equally simple, original, and incapable 
of analysis; and, like simple truth, perceived immediately by 
the inspection of the reason. This quality is intrinsic; they are 
not right merely because God has commanded, or because 
He has formed souls to think so, or because He has established © 
any relation of utility, beneficence, or self-interest therewith. 
But God has commanded them, and formed these relations to 
them, because they are right. Just asa proposition is not true 
because our minds are so constructed as to apprehend it such; 
but our minds were made by God to see it so, because it is 
true; | 
But understand me; I do not assert that all moral distinc- 
Some moral Judg- tions in particular acts are intuitively seen, or 
ments likewise deduc- necessarily seen. As in propositions, some 
he have primary, and some deductive truth; 
some are seen to be true without premises, and some by the help 
of premises; so, in acts having moral qualities, the rightness or 
wrongness of some is seen immediately, and of some deduct- 
ively. In the latter, the moral relation of the agent is not 
immediately seen, but the moral judgment is mediated only by 
the knowledge of some other truths. If these truths are not 
known, then the moral quality of the act is not obvious. From 
this simple remark it very clearly follows, that if the mind’s 
belief touching these truths, which are premises to the moral 
judgment, be erroneous, the moral judgment will also err. 
Just as in logic, so here; false premises, legitimately used, will 
lead to false conclusions. And here is the explanation of the 
discrepancies in moral judgments, which have so confused 
Ethicks, | 
2. But there are several writers of eminence, who, while 
they substantially, yea nobly, uphold the originality and excel- 


Illustrated from logi- 
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lence of man’s moral distinctions, err, as we think, in the details 
of their analysis. A moment’s inquiry into their several depar- 
tures from my theory, will best serve to define and establish it. 

(a) Seeing that the moral distinction is intrinsic ; what is the 

The Moral Distinc- faculty of the soul by which it is apprehended ? 
tion seen by the Rea- (Bear in mind a faculty is not a limb of mind, 
aan. but only a name we give to one phase or sort 
of its processes.) Does it apprehend it by its reason; or by a 
distinct moral faculty? Says Dr. Hutcheson, an English 
writer: By a distinct, though rational perceptive faculty, which 
he names, the moral sense ; and describes as an internal sense— 
i. e., a class of processes perceptive, and also exhibiting sensibil- 
ity. Says Dr. Alexander; The perceptive part of our moral 
processes, is simply a judgment of the reason. It is but an 
intellection of the understanding, like any other judgment of 
relations, except that it immediately awakens a peculiar emo- 
tion, viz: the moral. Now, it might be plausibly said that the 
reason is concerned only with the judgment of truth; and we 
have strenuously repudiated the analysis which reduces the 
moral distinction to meretruth. But it should rather be said, 
that the proper field of the reason is the judgment of relations ; 
truth existing in propositions is only one class. There seems 
no ground to suppose that the moral judgment, so far as merely 
intellective of the distinction, is other than a simple judgment 
of the reason; because, so far as we know, wherever reason is, 
there, and there only, are moral judgments. 2d. Ifthe faculties 
were two, the one, we might rationally expect, might sometimes 
convict the other of inaccuracy, as the memory does the reason, 
and vice versa. 3d. The identity of the two processes seems 
strongly indicated by the fact, that if the reason is misled by 
any falsehood of view, the moral sentiment is infallibly per- 
verted to just the same extent. The moral motive is always a 
rational:one. Some rational perception of the truth of a 
proposition predicating relation, is necessary, as the occasion of 
its acting, and the object of a moral judgment. The reason 
why brutes have not moral ideas, is that they have not reason. 
In short, I see nothing gained by supposing an inward 
perceptive faculty called moral sense, other than the reason 
itself. 

(b.) Next we notice the question: at what stage of its 
perceptions of the relations of acts, does the reason see the 
moral distinction? In each separate case immediately, as soon 
as the soul is enough developed to apprehend the relations of 
the particular act? No; answers Jouffroy ; but only after a final 
generalization is accomplished by the reason. 

His theory is: 1. That in the merely animal stage of 
existence, the infant acts from direct, uncal- 
culating instinct alone. The rational idea 
of its own natural good is the consequence, not origin, of the 
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experienced pleasure following from the gratification of instinct. 
2. Thus experience presents the occasions upon which the 
reason gives the general idea of personal good; and the motives 
of self-calculation begin toact. But 3d. The child also observes 
similar instincts, resulting in its fellow-men in natural enjoyment 
to them; and as it forms the general idea of its own natural good 
(satisfaction of the whole circle of instincts to greatest attain- 
able degree) as its properest personal end, reason presents the 
general truth, that a similar personal end exists for this, that, 
the other, and every fellow-man. Here, then, arises a still more 
general idea; the greatest attainable natural good of all beings 
generally; the ‘absolute good,” or “universal order;”’ and as 
soon as this is reached, the reason intuitively pronounces it the 
moral good; to live for this, is now seen to be man’s proper 
end; and rightness in acts is their rational tendency to that 
end. This is rather a subtile and ingenious generalization of 
the result of our moral judgments; than a correct account of 
their origin. This generalization, as made by the opening 
mind, might suggest the notion of symmetry, or utility as belong- 
ing to the “absolute order,” but surely that of obligatoriness is 
an independent element of rational perception! If the idea of 
rightness and obligation had never connected itself in the 
opening mind with any specific act having a tendency to man’s 
natural good, how comes the mind to apprehend the universal 
order as the obligatory moral end, when once the reason forms 
that abstraction? It seems to me that the element of moral 
judgment must be presupposed, to account for the result. 
Again; the supposed process is inconsistent with a correct idea 
of the generalizing process. The process does not transmute, 
but only colligates the facts which it ranks together. The gen- 
eral attributes which the mind apprehends as constituting the 
connotation of the general term, are precisely the attributes 
which it saw to be common in all the special cases’ grouped 
together. So that, if a moral-order had not been already 
apprehended by the reason in the specific acts, the mere 


apprehension of the universal order would not produce the © 


conviction of its morality. Experience would strengthen the 
moral idea. But usually the most unhackneyed have it most 
vividly. But itis right to say, that Jouffroy, notwithstanding 
this peculiarity of his theory, deserves the admiration of his 
readers, for the beauty of his analyses, and the general eleva- 
tion of his views. - 

(c) The ethical lectures of Dr. Thomas Brown, of Edinburgh, 
are marked by great acuteness, and nobility 
of general tone; and he has rendered gallant 
service in refuting the more erroneous theories. 
He makes moral distinctions original and authoritative; and 
yet allows the reason only a secondary function in them. The 
whole result of this analysis is this: when certain actions (an 


Sentimental Scheme 
of Dr. Thomas Brown. 
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action is nothing more than the agent acting) are presented, 
there arises immediately an emotion, called, for want of a more 
vivid term, moral approbation, without any previous condition 
of self-calculation, judgment of relation in the reason, &c. 
This immediate emotion constitutes our whole feeling of the 
rightness, obligation, meritoriousness, of the agent. As expe- 
rience gathers up and recollects the successive acts which affect 
us with the moral emotion, reason makes the generalization of 
them into a class; and thus, derivatively forms the general idea 
of virtue. Man’s moral capacity, therefore, is, strictly, not a 
power of intellection, but a sensibility. The reason only gen- 
eralizes into a class, those acts which have the immediate power 
of affecting this sensibility in the same way. And Brown's 
system deserves yet more than Adam Smith’s, which he so 
ably refutes, to be called the Sentimental System. The moral 
~sentiment is with him strictly an instinctive emotion. 

Now, it does not seem to me a valid objection, to say with 
Jouffroy, that thus, the moral emotion is made one among the 
set of our natural instincts: and there no longer appears any 
reason why it should be more dominant over the others out of 
its own domain, than they over it; (e. g., more than taste, or 
resentment, or appetite.) For the very nature of this moral 
instinct, Brown might reply, is, that it claims all other suscepti- 
bilities which have moral quality, are in its own domain. 

The truer objections are: that this notion does not square 

Objection. 1st. Soul With the analogies of the soul. In every 
always sees, in order case, our emotions arise out of an intellection. 
ae eheaes This is true, in a lower sense, even of our 
personal motive. 3d. animal instincts. It is perception which 
There would be no awakens appetites. It is the conception of 
uniform standard. - ake . . . 

an intent to injure, which gives the signal to 
our resentment, even when it arises towards an agent non- 
moral. And in all the more intellectual emotions, as of taste, 
love, moral complacency, the view of the understanding, and 
that alone, evokes the emotion in a normal way. The soul 
feels, because it has seen. How else could reason rule our 
emotions? Surely this is one of our most important distinctions 
from brutes, that our emotions are not mere instincts, but 
rational affections. Note, especially too, that if our moral 
sentiments had no element of judgment at their root, the fact 
would be inexplicable, that they never, like all other instinctive 
emotions, come in collision with reason. Again: Dr. B. has 
very properly shown, in overthrowing the selfish systems of 
human action, that our instincts are not prompted by self- 
interest. He seems, therefore, to think that when he makes 
the moral emotion an instinctive sensibility, he has done all that 
is needed to make it disinterested. But an action is not, there- 
fore, morally disinterested, because it is not self-interested. 
Then would our very animal appetites, even in infancy, be vir- 
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tues! The truth is: in instinctive volitions, the motive is per- 
sonal to the agent; but not consciously so. In selfish volitions 
the motive is personal to the agent; and he knows it. Only 
when the motive is impersonal, and he knows it, is there disin- 
terestedness, or virtue. Last; if Brown’s theory were corréct, 
moral good would only be relative to each man’s sensibility ; 
and there would be no uniform standard. An act might be 
good to one, bad to another, just as it presented itself to his 
sensibility ; as truly as in the sense of the natural good; one 
man calls oysters good; and another considers oysters bad. 
Whereas the true doctrine is, that moral distinctions are as 
intrinsic in certain acts, as truth is in certain propositions: and 
eternal and immutable. Even God sees, and calls the right to 
be right, because it so: not vice versa. Dr. Brown foresees 
this; and attempting to rebut it, is guilty of peculiar absurdity. 
Why says he, does it give any more intrinsic basis for moral 
distinctions in the acts (or agents acting) themselves, to suppose 
that our cognizance of them is by a rational judgment, than to 
say, with him, that it is in the way they naturally affect a sensi- 
bility in us? The capacity of having the intuitive judgment is 
itself but a sort of rational sensibility to be affected ina given 
way; and, in either case, we have no ground for any belief of 
an intrinsic permanence of the relation or quality perceived, 
but that our Maker made us to be affected so! Thus, he 
betrays the whole basis of morals and truth, to a sweeping 
skepticism. Does not intuition compel us to believe that reason 
is affected with such and such judgments, because the grounds 
of them are actual and intrinsic in the objects? Dr. Brown 
goes to the absurd length of saying, that the supposed relations 
ascertained by reason herself, are not intrinsic; and exist 
nowhere, except in the perceiving reason! e. g., the relation of 
square of hypothenuse. Says he: were there nowhere a 
perceiving mind comprehending this relation, the relation would 
have no existence, no matter how many right-angled triangles 
existed! Is not this absolute skepticism? Is it not equivalent 
to saying that none of the perceptions of reason, (i. e. human 
beliefs,) have any objective validity? There need be no 
stronger refutation of his theory, than that he should acknowl- 
edge himself driven by it to such an admission. 
The correct view, no doubt, is this: that our siapleee 
Miawousl State come moral states consist of two elements: a judg- 
plex. Illustrated by ment of the understanding, or rational percep- 
ase tion of the moral quality in the act; and an 
immediate, peculiar emotion, called approbation, arising there- 
upon, giving more or less warmth to the judgment. In our 
moral estimates of more complex cases, just as in our intellect- 
ual study of derived truths, the process may be more inferential, 
and more complex. It has been often, and justly remarked, | 
that the parallel between the rational esthetic functions of the 
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soul, and its moral functions, is extremely instructive. Psy- 
chology teaches us that rational taste (for instance, the pleasure 
of literary beauty in reading a fine passage,) consists of a 
judgment, or cluster of judgments, and a peculiar emotion 
immediately supervening thereon. The sentiment of taste is, 
then, complex, consisting of an action of the intelligence and 
a motion of the sensibility. The former is cause; the latter is 
consequence. After the excitement of the sensibility has 
wholly waned, the judgment which aroused it remains fixed 
and unchanged. Now, itis thus with our moral sentiments. A 
rational judgment of the intrinsic righteousness or wrongness 
of the act immediately produces an emotion of approbation, 
or disapprobation, which is original and peculiar. The whole 
vividness of the sentiment may pass away; but the rational 
judgment will remain as permanent as any judgment of truth 
in propositions. The great distinction between the esthetic and 
ethical actions of the soul, is that the latter carries the practi- 
cal and sacred perception of obligation. 
Conscience, as I conceive, is but the faculty of the soul 
3. Conscience, just described, acting with reference to our 
what? Obligation, own moral acts, conceived as future, done, or 
ee remembered as done. When we conceive 
the wrongness of an act as done by ourselves, that judgment 
and emotion take the form of self-blame, or remorse; wherein 
the emotion is made more pungent than in other cases of 
disapprobation, by our instinctive and our self-calculating self- 
love, one or both. So of the contrasted case. And the merit 
of an action, looked at as past, is no other than this judgment 
and feeling of its rightness, which intuitively connects the idea 
of title to reward with the agent. i.e. Our ideas of merit and 
demerit are intuitions arising immediately upon the conception 
of the rightness or wrongness of the acts; connecting natural 
good or evil with moral good or evil. by an immediate tie. 
Our ideas of desert of reward or punishment, therefore, are 
not identical with our sentiments of the rightness or wrongness 
ef acts, as Dr. Brown asserts, but are intuitively consequent 
theron. Dr. B. also asserts, as also Dr. Alexander, that our 
notion of obligation is no other than our intuitive judgment of 
rightness in acts, regarded as prospective. Therefore, it is 
useless and foolish to raise the question: ‘Why am I obliged, 
morally, to do that which is right?” it is as though one should 
debate why he should believe an axiom. This is substantially 
correct. But when they say: whatever is right, is obligatory, 
and wice versa, there is evidently a partial error. For there is 
a limited class of acts, of which the rightness is not propor- 
tioned to the obligation to perform them; but on the contrary, 
the less obligation, the more admirable is the virtue of doing 
them gratuitously. Such are some acts of generosity to 
unworthy enemies: and especially God’s to rebel man. That 
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God was under no obligation to give His Son to die for them, 
is the very reason His grace in doing so is so admirable! 
Obligation, therefore, is not always the correlative of rightness 
in the act, but it is, always, the correlative of a right in the 
object. This is the distinction which has been overlooked—i. 
e., a multitude of our acts have a personal object, God, self, a 
man, or mankind, one or more; and the conscience in many 
cases apprehends, not only that the act would be right, but 
that such are the relations of ourselves to the object, that he 
has a right, a moral title to have it done, in such sense that not 
only the doing of the opposite to him, but the withholding of 
the act itself, would be wrong. In every such case, the notion 
of obligation arises. And that, stronger or weaker, whether 
the object’s right be perfect or imperfect. 

The most important. thing, however, for us to observe, is 
that every sane mind intuitively recognizes 
this moral obligation. The judgment and 
emotion we call conscience, carries this pecul- 
iarity over all other states of reason or instinct; that it contains 
the imperative element. It utters a command, the rightness of 
which the understanding is necessitated to admit. Other 
motives, rational or instinctive, may often (alas!) overcome it 
in force; but none of them can dispute its authority. It is as 
impossible for the mind, after having given the preference to 
other motives, to think its choice therein right, as it is to think 
any other intuition untrue. Conscience is the Maker’s impera- 
tive in the soul. 

Hence, it must follow, that the dictate of conscience must 
always be obeyed; or sin ensues. But con- 
science is not infallible, as guided by man’s 
fallible understanding: it is clear, from both 
experience and reason, that her flat may be misdirected. In 
that case, is the act innocent, or wrong? If you say the latter, 
you seem involved ina glaring paradox; that to obey would 
be wrong; and yet to disobey would be wrong. How can 
both be true? If you say the former, other absurdities would: 
follow. Ist. Truth would seem to be of no consequence in 
order to right; and the conscience might just as well be left 
uninformed, as informed, so far as one man is personally con- 
cerned therein. 2d. Each man’s view of duty would be valid 
for him; so that there might be as many clashing views of 
duty, as men, and each valid in itself; so that we should reach 
such absurdities as these: A has a right to a given object, 
which B has an equal right to prevent his having; so that B 
has a moral right to do to A what is to him a moral wrong! 
~ 3d. Many of the most odious acts in the world, reprobated by 
all posterity, as the persecutions of a Saul, or a Dominic, would 
be justified, because the perpetrators believed they were doing 
God service. 


Imperative of Con- 
science is intuitive. 


Must conscience, 
misguided, be obeyed. 


OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 11g 


The solution of this seeming paradox is in this fact: that 
God has not given man a conscience which 
is capable of misleading him, when lawfully 
and innocently used. In other words, while lack of knowledge 
necessary to perceive our whole duty may often occur, (in 
which case it is always innocent to postpone acting,) positive 
error of moral judgment only arises from guilty haste or heed- 
lessness, or indolence, or from sinful passion or prejudice. 
When, therefore, a man sincerely believes it right in his con- 
science to do what is intrinsically wrong, the wrongness is not 
in the fact that he obeyed conscience, (for this abstractly is 
right,) but in the fact “that he had before, and at the time, 
perverted conscience by sinful means. 

We intuitively apprehend that all agents are not proper 
subjects of moral approbation or disappro- 
bation. Hence, the question must be settled: 
what are the elements essential to moral 
responsibility! This can be settled no otherwise than by an 
appeal to our intuitions. For instance: we may take an act of 
the form which would have moral quality, if done by a moral 
agent —e. g., inflicting causeless bodily pain; and attributing 
it to successive sorts of agents, from lower to higher, ascertain 
what the elements are, which confer responsibility. As we 
walk through a grove, a dead branch falls on our heads; we 
feel that resentment would be absurd; much more disapproba- 
tion; the thing is dead. We walk near our horse, he wantonly 
kicks or bites. There is a certain type of anger; but it is not 
moral disapprobation; we feel still, that this would be absurd. 
Here, there is sensibility and will in the agent: but no con- 
Science or reason. We walk with our friend; he treads on our 
corns and produces intolerable pain; but it is obviously unin- 
tentional. We pass through a lunatic asylum; a maniac tries 
to kill us. Here is sensibility, free-will, intention; but reason 
is dethroned. In neither of these cases should we have moral 
disapprobation. A stronger man takes hold of our friend, and 
by brute force makes him strike us; there is no anger, towards 
our friend; he is under co-action. We learn from these various 
instances, that free-agency, intention, and rationality are all 
necessary, to constitute a man a responsible moral agent. 


Solution. 


4, What constitutes 
Moral agency. 


LECTURE XL 
FREE AGENCY AND THE WILL. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. Are man’s actions under a fatal necessity ? 

Alexander’s Moral Science, chaps. 15, 16. Cousin, Ze Vrat, &c., Lecon 14. 
Jouffroy, Lect. 4, 5. Morell, Hist. Mod. Phil. on Hobbes and Sensationalism, 
p- 74, &c., 299, &c. 

2. What constitutes Free-Agency? State the théory of Indifferency of the Will, 
and Power of Contrary Choice: State, on the other hand, the theory of Certainty, 
and Efficiency of Motives. See, 

Turrettin, Loc. x, Qu. i, Qu. iii, 3 1-4. Alexander, ch’s 16, 18,19. Edwards 
on the Will, Introduc. and pt. i, Morell, p. 299, &c. Reid’s Philosophy of 
Mind. McCosh, Gov. Divine and Moral, p. 273, &c. Watson’s Theolog. 
Institutes, Vol. il. p. 304, p. 435, &c. 

3. Sustain the true doctrine, and answer objections. See, 

Turrettin, Loc. x, Qu. 2.. Edwards on the Will, pt. iti. Alexander, as above. 
Bledsoe on the Will; and Theodicy, pt. i. Aristotle, Nicomachian Ethics, bk. 
vi, 923. Dr. Wm. Cunningham, Hist. Theology, ch. 20, 3 1, 2, 3. Anselm, 
Cur Deus Homo, pt. ii, ch. 10. 


But is man afree agent? Many have denied it. These may 
be ranked under two classes, Theological Fatalists and Sen- 
I. Mana. free. Sualistic. Necessitanians. The former aneuc 
agent, denied bytwo from the doctrine of God’s foreknowledge 
pee and providence ; the latter from the certainty, 
or, as it has unluckily been termed, necessity of the Will. Say 
the one party; God has foreknown and foreordained all that is 
done by rational man, as well as by irrational elements, and His 
almighty providence infallibly effectuates it all. Therefore, 
man’s will is only seemingly free ; he must be a machine; com- 
pelled by God (for if God had no efficacious means to compel, 
He could not certainly have foreknown) to do what God pur- 
posed from eternity: and, therefore, man never had any real 
choice; he is the slave of this divine fate. Say the other party, 
headed by Hobbes: man’s volitions are all effects: following 
with a physical necessity upon the movement of the preponder- 
ant desires. But what are his desires? The soul intrinsically 
is passive ; the attributes are nothing but certain susceptibilities 
of being affected in certain ways, by impressions from without. 
There is nothing, no thought, no feeling in the mind, except 
what sensation produced there ; indeed all inward states are but 
modified sensations. Hence, desire is but the reflex of the 
perception of a desirable object; resentment but the re-action 
from impact. Man’s emotions, then, are the physicai results of 
outward impressions, and his volitions the necessary effects of 
his emotions. Man’s whole volitions, therefore, are causatively 
determined from without. While he supposes himself free, he 
is the slave of circumstances: of fate, if those circumstances 
arise by chance. 
120 
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Now, in answer to all this, it would be enough to say, that 
our consciousness contradicts it. There can 
be no higher evidence than that of conscious- 
ness. Every man feels conscious that wherever he has power 
to do what he wills, he acts freely. And the validity of this 
uniform, immediate testimony of consciousness, as Cousin well 
remarks, on this subject, must, in a sense, supersede all other | 
evidence of our free-agency; because all possible premises of 
such arguments must depend on the testimony of conscious- 
ness. But still, itis correct to argue, that man must be a free 
agent; because this is inevitably involved in his responsibility. 
Conscience tells us we are responsible for our moral acts. Reason 
pronounces, intuitively, that responsibility would be absurd were 
we not free agents. It may be well added, that when you ap- 
proach revealed theology, you find the Scriptures, (which so 
frequently assert God’s decree and providence,) assert and 
imply, with equal frequency, man’s free-agency. The king of 
Babylon (Isaiah xiv) fulfills God’s purpose in capturing the sin- 
ful Jews; but he also fulfills the purpose of his own heart. But 
we can do more than rebut the Fatalist’s views by the testimony 
of our consciousness; we can expose their sophistry. God’s 
mode of effectuating His purposes as to the acts of free agents, 
is not by compelling their acts or wills, contrary to their prefer- 
ences and dispositions; either secretly or openly ; but by ope- 
rating through their dispositions. And as to the latter argu- 
ment, from the certainty of the will; we repudiate the whole 
philosophy of sensationalism, from which it arises. True, voli- 
tions are effects ; but not effects of the objects upon which they 
go forth. The perception of these is but the occasion of their 
rise, not the cause. When desire attaches itself upon any exter- 
nal object, terminating in volition, the whole activity and power 
are in the mind, not in the object. The true immediate cause 
of volition is the mind’s own previous view and feeling; and, 
this, again, is the result of the mind’s spontaneity, as guided by 
its own prevalent attributes and habitudes. 
What constitutes man a free agent? Say one party: the 
>. Freedom and Self-determining power of the will; say the 
necessity defined. Other: the self-determining power of the soul. 
Semi-Pelangianism and The one asserts that our acts of volition are 
ae uncaused phenomena, that the will remains 
in eguzlibrio, after all the preliminary conditions of judgment in 
the understanding, and emotion of the native dispositions are 
fulfilled, and that the act of choice is self-determined by the will, 
and not by the preliminary states of soul tending thereto; so 
that volitions are in every case, more or less contingent. The 
other party repudiates, indeed, the old sensational creed, of a 
physical tie between the external objects which are the occa- 
sions of our judgments and feelings; and attributes all action 
of will to the soul’s own spontaneity as its efficient source. 


Replies to them. 
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But it asserts that this spontaneity, like all other forces in the 
universe, acts according to law; that this law is the connection 
between the soul's own states and its own choices, the former 
being as much of its own spontaneity as the latter; that there- 
fore volitions are not uncaused, but always follow the actual 
state of judgment and feeling, (single or complex,) at the time 
being; and that this connection is not contingent, but efficient 
and certain. And this certainty is all that they mean by moral 
necessity. 
The latter is evidently the true doctrine: because, (a) Our 
3. Will determine CONSciousness says so. Every man feels that 
ed by subjective Mo- when he acts, as a thinking being, he has a 
tye queues. motive for acting so; and that if he had not 
had, he would not have done it. The man is conscious that he 
determines himself, else, he would not be free; but he is equally 
conscious that it is himself judging and desiring, which deter- 
mines himself choosing: (b) Otherwise there would be no such 
thing as a recognition of character, or permanent principles. 
For there would be no efficient influence of the man’s own 
principles over his actions; (and it is by his actions alone we 
would know his principles ;) and his principles might be of a 
given character, and his actions of a different, or of no char- 
acter. (c) Consequently there would be no certain result from 
human influence over man’s character and actions, in education 
and moral government. We might educate the principles, and 
still fail to educate the actions and habits. The fact which we 
all experience every day would: be impossible, that we can cause 
our fellow-men to put. forth certain volitions, that we can often 
do it with a foreseen certainty, and still we feel that those acts 
are free and responsible. (d) Otherwise man might be neither 
a reasonable nor a moral being. Not reasonable, because his 
acts might be wholly uncontrolled at last by his whole under- 
standing; not moral, because the merit of an act depends on its 
motive, and his acts would be motiveless. The self-determined 
volition, has its freedom essentially in this, according to its advo- 
cates; that it is caused by no motive. Hence, no acts are free 
and virtuous, except those which a man does without having any 
reason for them. Is this good sense? Does not the virtuous- 
ness of a man’s acts depend upon the kind of reason which 
moved to them? (e) Inthe choice of one’s summum bonum, 
the will is certainly not contingent. Can arational being choose 
his own misery, apprehended as such, and eschew his own hap- 
- piness, for their own sakes? Yet that choice is free; and if 
certainty is compatible with free-agency in this the most im- 
portant case, why not in anyother? (f) God, angels, saints in 
glory, and the human nature of Jesus Christ, must be certainly 
determined to right volitions by the holiness of their own na- 
tures, and in all but the first case by the indwelling grace and 
the determinate purpose of God. So, on the other hand, devils, 
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lost souls, and those who on earth have sinned away their day 
of grace, must be certainly determined to evil, by their own de- 
cisive evil natures and habits: yet their choice is free in both 
cases. 

(g) If the will were contingent, there could be no sczenxtia 
media; and we should be compelled to the low and profane 
ground of the Socinian; that God does not certainly foreknow 
all things; and in the nature of things, cannot. For the defi- 
nition of sczentia media is, that it is that contingent knowledge 
of what free agents will do in certain foreseen circumstances, 
arising out of God’s infinite insight into their dispositions. But 
if the will may decide in the teeth of that foreseen disposition, 
there can be no certain knowledge how it will decide. Nor is 
the evasion suggested by modern Arminians (vide, Mansel’s 
Lim. of Relig. Thought) of any force; that it is incompetent for 
our finite understandings to say that God cannot have this 
scientia media, because we cannot see how He is to have it. 
For the thing is not merely among the incomprehensibles, but 
the impossibles. If a thing is certainly foreseen, it must be cer- 
tain to occur, or else the foreknowledge of its certain occurrence 
is false. But if it is certain to occur, it must be because there 
will be an antecedent, certainly, or efficiently connected with the 
event, as cause. It is, therefore, in the knowledge of this causal 
connection, that God would find his sczentia media, if this branch 
of His knowledge were mediate. To sum up in a word, the in- 
utility of this evasion, this Semi-Pelagian theory begins by im- 
puting to God an inferential knowledge of man’s free acts, and 
then, in denying the certain influence of motives takes away the 
only ground of inference. (h) Last, God would have no efficient 
means of governing free agents; things would be perpetually 
emerging through their contingent acts, unforeseen by God, and 
across His purposes; and His government would be, lke 
man’s, one of sorry expedients to patch up His failures. Nor 
could He bestow any certain answer to prayer, either for our 
own protection against temptation and wrong choice, or the evil 
acts of other free agents. All the predictions of Scripture con- 
cerning events in which the free moral acts of rational agents 
enter as second causes, are arguments against the contingency 
of the will. But we see striking instances in Joseph, the Assyri- 
ans, Cyrus, and especially the Jews who rejected their Lord. 
From this point of view, the celebrated argument of Edwards 
for the certainty of the will from God’s foreknowledge of 
creatures’ free acts, is obvious. The solution of the cavils at- 
tempted against it is this position: That the principle, ‘‘ No 
event without a cause,” which is, to us, a universal and neces- 
sary first truth, is also a truth to the divine mind. When God 
certainly foresees an act, he foresees it as coming certainly out 
of its cause. Hence, I repeat, if the foresight is certain, the 
causation must be efficient. , 
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I have indicated, both when speaking of fatalism and of 
Certainty of the Will the impossibility of a sczentta media concern- 
proved by God’s sov- ing a contingent will, the argument for the 
ereign ty certainty of the will contained in the fact of 
God’s sovereignty. If He is universal First Cause, then nothing 
is uncaused. Such is the argument; as simple as it is compre- 
hensive. It cannot be taught that volitions are uncaused, unless 
you make all free agents a species of gods, independent of 
Jehovah's control. In other words, if His providence extends 
to the acts of free agents, their volitions cannot be uncaused; 
for providence includes control, and controlimplies power. The 
argument from God’s sovereignty is, indeed, so conclusive, that 
the difficulty, with thinking minds, is not to admit it, but to 
avoid being led by it to an extreme. The difficulty rather is, 
to see how, in the presence of this universal, absolute sovereignty, 
man can retain a true spontaneity. I began by defining that, 
while the will of man is not self-determining, his soul is. I 
believe that a free, rational Person does properly originate 
effects; that he isa true fountain of spontaneity, determining 
his own powers, from within, to new effects. This is a most 
glorious part of that image of God, in which he is created. This 
is free-agency! Now, how can this fact be reconciled with 
what we have seen of God as absolute First Cause? 

(j) The demonstration may be closed by the famous Reductio 
ad absurdum, which Edwards has borrowed from the scholastics. 
If the will is not determined to choice by motives, but determines 
itself, then the will must determine itself thereto by an act of 
choice; for this is the will’s only function. That is, the will 
must choose to choose. Now, this prior choice must be held 
by our opponents to be self-determined. Then it must be 
determined by the will’s act of choice—i. e., the will must 
choose to choose to choose. Thus we have a ridiculous and 
endless regressus. 

I now return to consider the objections usually advanced 
against our doctrine. The most formidable is that which shall 
be first introduced; the supposed incompatibility of God’s 
sovereignty as universal First Cause, with man’s freedom. 

The reconciliation may and does transcend our compre- 
hension, and yet be neither unreasonable nor 
incredible. The point where the little circle 
of creature volition inosculates with the 
immense circle of the divine will, is beyond human view. When 
we remember that the wisdom, power and resources of God are 
infinite, it is not hard to see that there may be a way by which 
our spontaneity is directed, omnipotently, and yet without 
infringement of its reality. The sufficient proof is, that we, 
finite creatures, can often efficaciously direct the free will of our 
fellows, without infringing it. Does any one say that still, in 
every such case, the agent; if free as to us, has power to do the 


Yet Man under Prov- 
idence is free. 
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opposite of what we induce him todo? True, he has physical 
power. But yet the causative efficacy of our means is certain; 
witness the fact that we were able certainly to predict our 
success. A perfect certainty, such as results from God’s infin- 
itely wise and powerful providence over the creature’s will, is all 
that we mean by moral necessity. We assert no other kind of 
necessity over the free will. More mature reflection shows us, 
that so far are God's sovereignty and providence from infringing 
man’s free-agency, they are its necessary conditions. Consider: 
What would the power of choice be worth to one if there were 
no stability in the laws of nature; or no uniformity in its 
powers? No natural means of effectuating volitions would have 
any certainty, whence choice would be impotent, and motives 
would cease to have any reasonable weight. Could you intelli- 
gently elect to sow, if there were no ordinance of nature insuring 
seed time and harvest? But now, what shall give that stability 
to nature? A mechanical, physical necessity ? That results in 
naught but fatalism. The only other answer is: it must be the 
intelligent purpose of an almighty, personal God. 

The leading objections echoed by Arminians against the 
certainty of the will, is, that if man is not free from all constraint, 
whether of motive or co-action, it is unjust in God to hold him 
subject to blame, or to command to those acts against which 
His will is certainly determined, or to punishments for failure. 
We reply, practically, that men are held blamable and punish- 
able for acts to which their wills are certainly determined, both 
among men and before God; and all consciences approve. 
This is indisputable, in the case of those who are overmastered 
by a malignant emotion, as in Gen. xxxvii: 4, of devils and lost 
souls, and of those who have sinned away their day of grace. 
The Arminian rejoins, (Watson, vol. 2, p. 438:) Such trans- 
gressors, notwithstanding their inability of will, are justly held 
responsible for all subsequent failures in duty, because they 
sinned away the contingency of their own wills, by their own 
personal, free act, after they became intelligent agents. But as 
man is born in this inability of will, through an arrangement, 
with a federal head, to which he had no opportunity to dissent, 
it would be unjust in God to hold him: responsible, unless He 
had restored the contingency of will to them lost in Adam, by 
the common sufficient grace bestowed through Christ. But the 
distinction is worthless: st, because, then, God would have 
been under an obligation in righteousness, to furnish a plan of 
redemption: but the Scriptures represent His act therein as 
purely gracious. 2d. Because, then, all the guilt of the subse- 
quent sins of those who had thrown away the contingency of 
their own wills, would have inhered in the acts alone by which 
they lost it. True; that act would have been an enormously 
guilty one; the man would have therein committed moral 
suicide. But it would also be true that the man was thereafter 
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morally dead, and the dead cannot work. 3d. The Arminian 
should, by parity of reason, conclude, that in any will certainly 
determined to holiness, the acts are not meritorious, unless that 
determination resulted from the being’s own voluntary self- 
culture, and formation of good dispositions and habits. Therefore 
God’s will, which has been from eternity certainly determined 
to good, does nothing meritorious !* 

But the more analytical answer to this class of objections is: 
that the certainty of disobedience in the sinner’s will is no excuse 
for him, because it proceeds from a voluntary cause—i. e., 
moral disposition. As the volition is only the man willing, the 
motive is the man feeling ; it is the man’s self. There is no lack 
of the requisite capacities, if the man would use those capacities 
aright. Now, a man cannot plead the existence of an obstacle 
as his excuse, which consists purely in his own spontaneous 
emission of opposition. 

Now, the objections most confidently urged, are: (a.) That 
our view makes man a machine, an intelligent 
one, indeed ; but a machine in which choice 
follows motive by a physical tie. Ans. Man 
is in one sense a machine, (if you will use so inappropriate an 
illustration) ; his spontaneous force of action has its regular laws. 
But he is not a machine, in the essential point; the motive 
power is not external, but isin himself. 

(b) It is objected that our scheme fails to account for all 

That man acts Choices where the man acts against his own 
against his own judg- better judgment and prevalent feelings ; or; 
apent. in other words, that while the dictate of the 


That this makes us 
machines. 


* The antiquity of this cavil, and its proper refutation, may be seen in the Cur 
Deus Homo of Anselm, pt. ii, chap. 10, where the topic is the impeccability of Christ. 

Boso.—‘‘I say, then, if He cannot sin, because, as you say, He cannot wish to, 
He obeys from necessity, whence, He is not righteous from the freedom of His will. 
Then, what favour will be due Him for His righteousness? For we are wont to say, 
that God, therefore, made angels and men such that they could sin; since, inasmuch 
as they could forsake righteousness, and could keep righteousness out of the freedom 
of their will, they would deserve approbation and favour, which would not be due to 
them were they righteous from necessity.”’ 

ANsELM.—“ Are the (elect) angels who now caznotsin, to be approved or not?” 

Boso.—‘‘ Of course they are, because thzs gift (that they cannot sin) *+ey earned 
in this way, viz.: by not choosing to sin when they could.” 

ANSELM.—“‘ Well, what do you say about God, who is not able to sin, and yet did 
aot earn that state by not choosing to sin while He had power to do it: isn’t He to 
be praised for His righteousness ?”’ 

Boso.—‘‘I wish you would answer for me there; for, if I say He is not to be 
praised for it, I know Iam lying; butif I say He is, I am afraid.I shall spoil that 
argument of mine about the angels.” 

Anselm proceeds, accepting this virtual confession of defeat, to explain: That 
the approvableness of the angels’ conduct depends, not on the question, ‘‘ How they 
came by the dispositions which prompt them to obey;”’ but on the question, whether 
they have such dispositions, and act them out of their own accord: That God, in 
creating them with free-agency, intelligence and holy dispositions, conferred His own 
image on them; and that their spontaneity, though conferred, is as real, and as really 
moral, as God’s spontaneity, which was not conferred, but eternal and necessary. 
And that, if there were any forcein Boso’s cavil, that a morally necessitated righteous- 
ness would not be free and approvable in the creature, it would be far stronger against 
God, whose holiness is the most strictly necessitated of all, being absolutely eternal, 
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understanding as to the truly preferable, is one way, the will 
acts the other way; e. g., the drunkard breaks his own anxiously 
made resolutions of temperance, and drinks. I reply, No; 
still the man has chosen according to what was the prevalent 
view of his judgment and feelings, as a whole, at the time. 
That drunkard does judge sobriety the preferable part in the 
end, and on the whole; but as to the question of this present 
glass of drink, (the only immediate object of volition,) his under- 
standing is misinformed by strong propensity and the delusive 
hope of subsequent reform, combining the advantages of present 
indulgence with future impunity; so that its judgment is, that 
the preferable good will be this one glass, rather than present, 
immediate self-denial, 

(c)It is objected that our repentance for having chosen wrong, 

That repentance @lways implies the feeling that we might . 
implies power of con- have chosen otherwise, had we pleased. [ 
trary choice. reply, Yes; but not unless that choice had 
been preceded at the time by a different view ofthe preferable. 
The thing for which the man blames himself is, that he had not 
those different feelings and views. (d.) It is objected that our 
theory could never account fora man’s choosing between two 
alternative objects, equally accessible and desirable, inasmuch 
as the desire for either is equal, and the will has no self-deter- 
mining power. The answer is, that the equality of objects by no 
means implies the equality of subjective desires. For the mind 
is never in precisely the same state of feeling to any external 
object or objects, for two minutes together, but ever ebbing and . 
flowing inore or less. In this case, although the objects remain 
equal, the mind will easily make a difference, perhaps an imagi- 
nary one. And farther: the two objects being equal, the 
inertia of will towards choosing a given one of them, may be 
infinitesimally small; so that an infinitesimally small prepon- 
derance of subjective motive may suffice to overcome it. 
Remember, there is already a subjective motive in the general, 
to choose some one of them. A favorite instance supposed is 
that of a rich man, who has in his palm two or three golden 
guineas, telling a beggar that he may take any one. But they 
are exactly equal in value. Now, the beggar has a very posi- 
tive motive to take some one of them, in his desire for the value 
to him ofa guinea. The least imaginative impulse within his 
mind is enough to decide a supposed difference which is 
infinitesimal. 

Most important light is thrown upon the subject, by the 
proper answer to the question, what is mo- 
tive? The will not being, as we have seen, 
self-moved, what is it which precedes the voli- 
tion, and isthe true cause? I reply, by distinguishing between 
motive and inducement. The inducement is that external 
object, towards which the desire tends, in rising to choice. 


Motive, what? The 
Inducement not Motive. 
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Thus, the gold seen by the thief is the inducement to his voli- 
tion to steal. But the perception of the gold is not his motive 
to that volition. His motive is the cupidity of his own soul, 
projecting itself upon the gold. And this cupidity, (as in most 
instances of motive,) is a complex of certain conceptions of the 
intellect, and concupiscence of the heart ; conceptions of various 
utilities of the gold, and concupiscence towards the pleasures 
which it could procure. The inducement is objective; the mo- 
tive is subjective. The inducement is merely the occasion, the 
motive is the true cause of the resulting volition. The object 
which is the inducement projects no force into the thief’s soul. 
On the contrary, it is the passive object of a force of soul pro- 
jected upon it. The moral power is wholly from within out- 
wards. The action is wholly that of the thief’s soul, the induce- 
ment is only acted on. The proof of this all important view is 
in this case. The same purse of gold is seen, in the same cir- 
cumstances of opportunity and privacy, by two men; the second 
is induced by it tosteal: onthe first, it had no such power. Why 
the difference? The difference must be subjective in the two 
men, because objectively, the two cases are identical. Your 
good sense leads you to explain the different results by the dif- 
fering characters of the two men. You say: “ Itis because the 
first man was honest, the second covetous.”’ That is to say, the 
causative efficiency which dictated the two volitions was, in each 
case, from within the two men’s souls, not from the gold. 
Besides, the objects of sense are inert, dead, senseless, and de- 
. void of will. It is simply foolish to conceive of them as emit- 
ting a moral activity. The thief is the only agent in the 
case. 
This plain view sheds a flood of light on the doctrine of 
een ga the will. A volition has always a cause, 
aa aetie view of which is the (subjective) motive. This cause 
is efficient, otherwise the effect, volition, 
would not follow. But the motive is subjective; i. e., it is the 
agent judging and desiring, just as truly as the volition is the 
agent choosing. And this subjective desire, causative of the 
choice, is a function of the agent’s activity, not of his passivity. 
The desire is as much of the agent’s spontaneity (self-action) 
as is the choosing. Thus is corrected the monstrous view of 
those who deduced a doctrine of the necessity of the will from 
a sensualistic psychology. If volition is efficiently caused by 
desire, and if desire is but the passive reflex of objective per- 
ception, then, indeed, is man a mere machine. His seeming 
free-agency is wholly deceptive; and his choice is dictated 
from without. Then, indeed, the out-cry of the semi-Pelagian 
against such a necessity is just. But inducement is not motive; 
desire is an activity, and not a passivity of oursouls. Our own 
subjective judgments and appetencies cause our volitions. 
On the other hand, it is equally plain, that the adaptation 
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Inducement receives Of any object to be an inducement to volition, 
its influence from the depends on some _ subjective attribute of 
subjective disposition. appetency in the agent. This state of appe- 
tency is a priori to the inducement, not created by it, but 
conferring on the object its whole fitness to be an inducement. 
In other words, when we seek to propagate a volition, by hold- 
ing out an inducement as occasion, or means, we always 
presuppose in the agent whom we address, some active pro- 
pensity. No one attempts to allure a hungry horse with bacon, 
or a hungry man with hay. Why! Common sense recognizes 
in each animal an a@ priori state of appetite, which has already 
determined to which of them the bacon shall be inducement, 
and to which the hay. The same thing is true of the spiritual 
desires, love of applause, of power, of justice, &c. Hence, it 
follows, that inducement has no power whatever to revolutionize 
the subjective states of appetency natural to an agent. The 

effect cannot determine its own cause. 

From this point of view may also be seen the justice of 
that philosophy of common sense, with which we set out; when 
we remarked that every one regarded a man’s free acts as 7z7- 
dices of an abiding or permanent character. This is only be- 
cause the abiding appetencies of soul decide which objects 
shall be, and which shall not, be inducements to choice. | 

The student will perceive that I have not used the phrase, 
“freedom of the will.” I exclude it, because 
persuaded that it is inaccurate, and that it has 
occasioned much confusion and error. Freedom is properly 
predicated of a person, not of a faculty. This was seen by 
Locke; who says, B. 2; ch. 21, sec. 10, “ Liberty is not an idea 
belonging to volition, or preferring, but to the person having the 
power.” This is so obviously true, as to need no argument. I 
have preferred therefore to use the phrase, at once popular and 
exact: dree agency, “and “Hreefagent:? <, Durrettin (Locux, 
Qu. 1) sees this objection to the traditionary term, ‘“ Lzderum 
arbitrium,’ and hesitates about its use. But, after carefully de- 
fining it, he concedes to custom that it may be cautiously used, in 
the stipulated sense of the freedom of the Agent who wills. It 
would have been safer to change it. 

I have also preferred to state and argue the old question as 
to the nature of free agency, in the common form it has borne 
in the history of theology, before I embarrassed the student 
with any of the attempted modifications of the doctrine. Locke, 
following the sensualistic definition, says that “ liberty is the idea 
of a power in any agent to do or forbear any particular action, 
according to the determination or thought of the mind.” But 
more profound analysts, as Reid and Cousin, saw that it con- 
sists in more than the sensualist would represent: mere privi- 
lege to execute outwardly what we have willed. My conscious- 
ness insists, that I am also a free Agent in having that volition. 


9* 


Freedom What ?\ 
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There, is the essential feature of choice; there, the rational pref- 
erence first exhibits itself. The rational psychologists, conse- 
quently, assert the great, central truth, that the soul is self-de- 
termining. They see clearly that the soul, and not the objec- 
tive inducement, is the true cause of its own acts of choice; 
and that hence man is justly responsible. But in order to sus- 
tain this central point, they vacillate towards the old semi-Pe- 
lagian absurdity, that not only the man, but the separate faculty 
of will, is self-determined. They fail to grasp the real facts as 
to the nature and the power of subjective motive, the exercise 
of another set of faculties in the soul. Edwards saw more per- 
spicaciously. Teaching that motive efficaciously determines the 
will, he defined motive, as all that which, to- 
gether, moves the will to choice. It is 
always a complex.of some view or judgment of the understand- 
ing, and some movement of appetency or repulsion as to an 
object. These two elements must be, at least virtually and im- 
plicitly, in the precedaneous state of soul; or choice, volition, 
would not result. The intelligence has seen some object in the 
category of the true (or at least has thought it saw it thus), and 
the appetency has moved towards it as in the category of the 
desirable ; else, no deliberate, affirmative volition had occurred. 
The mere presence and perception of the object is the occasion ; 
the soul’s own judgment and appetency form the cause of the 
act of choice. 
But what is appetency? If we conformed it with passion, 
with mere impression on natural sensibilities, 
’ we again fall into the fatal errors of the sensu- 
alist. Sir Wm. Hamilton has done yeoman’s service to truth, 
by illustrating the difference (while he has claimed more than 
due credit for originating the distinction). He separates the 
passive powers of “sensibility,” from the active powers of “ co- 
nation.” This is but the old (and correct) Calvinistic classifi- 
cation of the powers of the soul under “ understanding,” “ affec- 
tions,’ and “will.” Here, be it noted, the word “will” is taken, 
as in some places of our Confession, in a much wider sense than 
the specific faculty of choice. ‘Will’ here includes all the 
active powers of the soul, and is synonymous with Sir Wm. 
Hamilton’s “conative’ powers. When we say, then, that man’s 
soul is self-determining, we mean that, in the specific formation 
of choice, the soul choosing is determined by a complex of pre- 
vious functions of the same soul seeing and desiring. In this 
sense the soul is free. But, as has been stated, no cause in the 
universe acts lawlessly. “Order is heaven’s firstlaw.”’ And the 
Nery regulative law of souls, when causing voli- 
impokat Pacts tions, is found in their dispositions. This all- 
important fact in free-agency,is what the scho- 
‘lastic divines called //abitus (not Consuetudo). It is the same 


Motive, What ? 


Desire is not Passive 


notion popularly expressed by the word character. We know — — 
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that man has such /adztus, or disposition, which is more abiding 
than any access, or one series of acts of any one desire. For 
we deem that in a knave, for instance, evil disposition is present 
while he is eating, or laughing, or asleep, or while thinking of 
anything else than his knavish plans. lf we will reflect, we 
shall see that we intuitively ascribe disposition, of some sort, to 
every rational free agent: indeed we cannot think such an ob- 
ject without it. God, angel,. demon, man, each is invariably 
conceived. as having some abiding disposition, good or bad. It 
is in this that we find the regulative principle of the free-agency 
of all volition rises according to subjective motive. Subjective 
motive arises (freely) according to ruling subjective disposition. 
Disposition also is spontaneous—its very nature is to act freely. 
Here then, we have the two ultimate factors of free agency; 
Spontaneity, Disposition, Here we are at the end of all possible 
analysis. It is as vain to ask: ‘Why am I disposed thus?” as 
to seek a prior root of my spontaneity. The fact of my re- 
sponsibility as a free agent does not turn on the answer to the 
question: it turns on this: that the disposition, which is actually 
my own will, regulates the rise freely of just the subjective mo- 
tives I entertain. Let the student ponder my main argument 
(on pages 122 to 124) and he will see that in no other way is 
the free agency of either God, angel, or sinner, to be construed 
by us. 
Dr. McCosh (Div. and Moral Gov. as cited in the syllabus,) 
ReenG a. au TOStS the true doctrine in some degree.. He 
Will. calls the will the “ optative faculty,” correctly 
distinguishing desire from sensibility, (which 
he terms emotion.) But he erroneously confounds appetency 
and volition together as the same functions of one power. That 
this is not correct, is evinced by one short question: May not 
the soul have two competing appetencies, and choose between 
them? We must hold fast, with the great body of philosophers, 
to the fact, that the power of decision, or choice, is unique, and 
not to be confounded even with subjective desires. It is the 
executive faculty. Dr. McCosh concedes that motive (as 
defined by Edwards) efficaciously decides the will; but he 
then asserts, with Coleridge, that the will determines motives. 
Conceding this, he has virtually surrendered his doctrine to the 
Arminian, and gotten around to a literal self-determination of 
the will. He seems to have been misled by an inaccurate glimpse 
of the truth I stated on p. 102, that the disposition determines @ 
priori which sorts of objects shall be inducements to it. There 
is a two-fold confusion of this profound and important truth. 
Disposition is not the will; but a regulative principle of the 
appetencies, or “optative”’ functions, through them controlling 
the will. And, second, it is wholly another thing to say, that 
this disposition decides which objects shall be inducements, the 
occasions only of volitions; and to say with Dr. McCosh, that 
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the will chooses among the soul’s own subjective motives, the 
vere caus@ of the very acts of choice ! 

Dr. Isaac Watts, as is often stated, attempted to modify 
the doctrine of the will, by supposing that we 
had inverted the order of cause and effect. 
He deemed that we do not choose an object because we have 
desired it; but that we desire it because we have chosen it. 
In’ other words, he thought desire the result, and not the 
forerunner of choice. This scheme obviously leaves the 
question unanswered: How do volitions arise? And by seem- 
ing to leave them without cause, he favors the erroneous scheme 
of the Arminian. It is enough to say, that no man’s conscious- 
ness, properly examined, will bear out this position. Do we 
not often have desires where, in consequence of other causes in 
the mind, we form no volition at all? This question will be seen 
decisive. 

Dr. Albert Taylor Bledsoe, in his Reply to Edwards, The- 
odicy, and other essays, attemptsto modify 
the Arminian theory, without surrendering it. 
He is too perspicacious to say, with the crowd of semi-Pelagians, 
that volitions are uncaused results in the mental world; he 
knows too well the universality of the great, necessary intuition, 
ex mhtlo nihil. But denying that motives, even subjective, are 
cause of acts of choice, he says the mind is the immediate cause of 
them.. He seems here to approach very near the orthodox 
view. Even Dr. Alexander could say, while denying the 
self-determination of the will, that he was ready to admit the 
self-determination of the mind. But this concession of Dr. 
Bledsoe does not bring him to the correct ground. It leaves 
the question unexplained, in what way the mind is determined 
from within to choice. It refuses to accept the efficient influ- 
ence of subjective motive. It still asserts that any volition may 
be contingent as to its use, thus embodying the essential 
features of Arminianism. And above all: it fails to see or 
admit the most fundamental fact of all; that original disposition 
which regulates each being’s desires and volitions. The 
applications which this author makes of his modified doctritie 
betray still its essential Arminianism. : 

In conclusion, it is only necessary at this place to say in 
one word, that the disposition which is found in every natural 
man, as to God and godliness, is depravity. Hence his will, 
according to the theory expounded above, is, in the Scriptural 
sense, in bondage to sin, while he remains properly a free and 
responsible agent. 


Watts’ view. 


Bledsoe’s view 
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THE RESPONSIBILITY AND PROVINCE OF REASON 
IN RELIGION. 
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: Have dispositions and desires, which are a f77or7 to volition, a moral char- 
nail Turrettin, Loc. ix, Qu. 2. Dick, Lect. 105, on roth Com. Dr. Julius Muller, 
Christian Doctrine of Sin. Hodge, Theology, pt. ii, ch. 5. Alexander’s Moral 
Science, ch. 20, 22, 23, 27. Edwards on the Will, pt. iv, 1. 

2. Is Man responsible for his Beliefs? 
Alexander’s Moral Science, ch. 9, Lect. on Evidences, Univ. of Va., Lect. 1. 
Review of the above by Dr. C. R. Vaughan, Southern Lit. Messenger, 1851. 
. What is the proper province of Reason in Revealed Theology ? 
Turrettin, Loc. i, ‘Vol, .i, Qu:.8, 9,10. Thornwell’s. Lect. Vol..i,° Lect. -1. 
Hodge’s Outlines, ch. 2. Hodge’s Syst. Theology, pt. i, ch. 3, Milner’s 
“End of Controversy.’ Hill’s Divinity, bk. ii, ch. 5. 
W IDE difference of opinion has long prevailed, as to man’s 
responsibility for the dispositions, habits and desires tend- 
ing to moral volitions. Pelagians and semi- 
Pelagians say, that since responsibility cannot 
be more extended than freedom of the will, no praise or blame 
can be attached to dispositions, which they hold to be invol- 
untary. And they say that Calvinists cannot dispute the 
latter statement, because they make dispositions causes of 
volition, and thus going before. Hence, also, is the Pelagian 
definition of sin and holiness, as consisting only of right or 
wrong acts of soul. The evangelical Arminian is usually found 
holding the middle ground, that only those dispositions, habits 
and desires have:a moral responsibility attached to them, which 
have resulted from a series of acts of free-will. But we hold 
that man is praise- or blame-worthy for his dispositions, princi- 
ples and habits, as well as for his volitions; and that his 
responsibility depends on the nature, and not on the origin, of 
the disposition which he spontaneously and intelligently 
entertains. 

We make our appeal here to consciousness, which causes 
us shame and self-reproach for evil propensities not ripened into 
volitions, and tells us that we would feel equal resentment for 
evil dispositions towards us and our rights, though never formed 
into the overt intention of injury. 2d. Our minds intuitively 
judge that the moral character of an act resides in its motives. 
Witness the process of investigation in the charge for crime 
before a jury. Indeed, the act of volition, nakedly considered, 
is a merely natural effect, and has no more moral character than 
the muscular motions which follow it. For the volition which 
extends the hand with alms to an enemy, or with a bribe to one 
to commit a sin, is the same physical volition: we must go back 
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of it, to the motive by which it was caused, to settle its moral 
character. That element is not in the nalged volition; says the 
Pelagian, it is not in the motives prior to volition; then it is 
nowhere! 3d. The notion is inconsistent with our established 
idea about character. Here is a man who is said to havea 
dishonest character. It only becomes cognizable to us by his 
acts. He must, then, have performed a series of acts, having 
the common quality of dishonesty. Now, nothing comes from 
nothing; there must be some cause for that sameness of char- 
acter; and that cause is the prevalent disposition to steal, 
separate from, and prior to, each thievish act. For the bad 
cause cannot be in the will itself; this would be peculiarly 
objectionable to the Pelagian. This, then, is what is meant 
when this man is said to have a bad character. Has the word 
bad here, no proper meaning? Does the family of daughters, 
the separate acts, bear no relationship to their mother? 4th. 
On, the Pelagian scheme, the wickedness of sins of omission 
would be inexplicable. For in them, there is often no volition 
at all; and therein consists their wickedness. A man passin 
by the water sees an innocent child drowning; the idea oh 
rescue is suggested to his mind; but he comes to no choice, 
does nothing, and while he hesitates, the child sinks to rise no 
more. . Is he innocent? Our conscience declares that he is 
not. Now, we can consistently explain wherein he is not, viz., 
in the state of his selfish and indolent feelings. But the oppo- 
site party have no explanation. There has literally been no 
volition; on their theory they should say, what every sound 
conscience rejects, that the neglect has been attended with no 
guilt. 5th. A similar argument is presented by instances of 
impulsive and unpremeditated acts, done before we have a 
moment for reflection. We properly approve or blame them, 
according as they are generous or malignant. But there has 
been no intelligent, deliberate choice; if we confine our view 
exclusively to the act of soul itself, it appears as purely irra- 
tional as the impulses of mere animal instinct. The moral 
quality of these acts must be found, then, in the dispositions 
and principles which prompted them. 

Such are the reasonings, drawn from the conscience and 
consciousness of all men. The conclusion — 
cannot be restricted in the way proposed by 
the Arminian. For, if original or congenital dispositions have 
no moral quality, because not created by a series of acts of 
intelligent free-will, then: 1st. God could never have any moral 
credit, His holy disposition having been not only original and 
eternal, but necessary. 2d. Nor could the holy man, Adam, or 
the holy angels lave been approvable, though perfectly inno- 
cent, because their holy dispositions were infused into them by 
their creator. This contre dicts both conscience and Scripture. 
3d. When mankind see an inherited trait influencing the 
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conduct, like the traditionary bravery of the Briton, or the 
congenital vengefulness of the American Indian, if they appre- 
hend that the agents are not lunatic, and are exercising a sane 
spontaneity as qualified by these natural traits, they approve or 
blame them. This shows that in the judgment of common 
sense, the responsibility turns only on the question, what the 
disposition is, and not, whence it is. Last: on this view, it 
would be impossible that the free agent could ever construct a 
righteous disposition, or Aadztus, by his own free acts. For all 
are agreed ih that rule of practical law, which judges the moral 
complexion of the act according to the agent’s intention. But 
a soul as yet devoid of positively righteous principles would 
harbor no positively moral intentions. Hence, the first act of 
choice which the philosophers look to, for beginning the right 
moral habitude, would have no moral quality, not being 
dictated by a moral motive. Then it could contribute nothing 
to the habit asa moral one. This very plain demonstration 
decides the whole matter, by showing that, on either the Pela- 
gian or Arminian scheme, a dependent being could never have 
a positively righteous character or action at all. 
Our opponents argue that the involuntary cannot be sin, 
But, objected “That and they suppose that they have intrenched 
the involuntary cannot themselves in the plainest of moral intuitions. 
Bejsin.” The objection is, none the less, a sophism 
founded in the ambiguous use of the word involuntary. Man’s 
moral dispositions are involuntary, in the sense that they 
do not immediately result from volitions as their next cause. 
But this is not the sense in which our intuitions assert the neces- 
sity of the voluntary to our responsibility. There is an entirely 
different sense, in which we say an act is involuntary, when it 
occurs against the choice of the will. Thus, the fall of the 
man over the precipice was involuntary, when he was striving 
to cleave to the edge of the stone. This is the sense in which 
we say that, self-evidently, the man was not blamable. for his 
fall. The other meaning, sophistically confounded with this, 
raises the question whether the state or disposition is spontan- 
eous. If it acts spontaneously, not because a stronger agent 
forces the man to harbor or to indulge it against his choice, 
then, in the sense necessary to free agency, disposition is vol- 
untary; that is to say, it is spontaneous; it is as truly @ function 
of self-love as volition itself. The evidence is very near and 
plain. Does any external compulsion cause us to feel our 
dispositions? No. From their very nature it cannot be: a 
compelled tendency would not be our disposition, but a 
violence put upon it. The main question may be submitted to 
a very practical test. Would a disposition to a wicked act 
subsist, even as not consented to or formed into a purpose, ina 
perfectly holy soul, like that of Gabriel, for one instant? It 
would die in its very incipiency. The attempt to inject concu- 
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piscence, would be like an attempt to strike sparks from the 
flint and steel, ina perfect vacuum. The fire would expire in 
being born. But if the holiness of the nature thus excluded 
the birth, this clearly shows that the very birth of wrong 
desire or tendency is wrong. 
Another objection is; that our theory of the immorality 
Answer to objection Of evil dispositions would imply that the 
that Soul’s essencecan- goul’s essence is altered; or that depravity is 
nebbedenrsyiey a change in the substance of the soul: which 
would make God the author of sin, and man an’unfortunate, 
sentient puppet. For, say they, there is nothing but the soul 
and its acts; and if you deny that all morality resides in acts, 
some of it must reside in the essence of the soul itself. The 
sophism of this argument would be sufficiently exposed by ask- 
ing, what isa moral act. If you make it anything more than 
a mere notional object of thought, an imagination about which 
we think, is it any thing besides the soul acting? Well: in the 
same sense, our moral dispositions are but our souls feeling. I 
reply again, and yet more decisively, that immoral quality is 
only negative—i. e, “H dyaptia ott) avoywra. It is the lack of 
conformity to God’s will, which constitutes sin. The negative 
absence of this principle of active conformity is all that is ueces- 
sary to predicate. Thus, the idea of depravity’s being a sub- 
stantial change is seen to be out of the question. We might 
farther reply to the challenge, whether there is anything before 
us, save’ the:soul and its:acts> Yess ~ There is the:soul smssence 
distinguishable from its substance: there is its disposition: 
there are its liabilities, its affections, its desires. The terms of 
the cavil are no more than averbal quibble. What true philoso- 
pher ever questioned the existence of qualities, qualifying a 
spirtual agent, yet not implying either decomposition or change 
of its simple substance? Then it is possible that it may be 
qualified morally. 
The question whether man is responsible for his belief, is 
_. nearly connected with the one just discussed. 
fortis bie’ ~Many modern writers have urged that he is 
not, because belief is the necessary and in- 
voluntary result of evidence seen by the mind. Further, it is 
urged ; if the doctrine that man is responsible for his belief be 
held, then the horrible doctrine of persecution will follow ; for 
erroneous beliefs being often very mischievous, if also criminal, 
it would follow that they ought to be punished by society. To 
the first, I reply, that while the admission of demonstrative 
proofs, when weighed by the mind is necessary, and involuntary, 
the voluntary powers have a great deal to do with the question 
whether they shall be weighed fairly or not. Inattention, pre- 
judice against the truth or the advocate, heedlessness, guilty and 
wicked habits of perverting the soul’s faculties; all these are 
voluntary; and I fearlessly assert, that no erroneous belief on 
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any important moral question can arise in a sane mind, except 
through the operation of one or more of these causes. In this, 
then, is the guilt of false beliefs on moral subjects. To the 
second objection, I reply that it does not follow, because a man 
is responsible for his beliefs, he is responsible to his fellow-man. 
There are abundant reasons for denying the latter, which it 
would be easy to show, if I were going into the subject of free- 
dom of thought. 

On the affirmative side, I remark, first: that all the analo- 

' gies of nature show us a Providence holding 

Ft ees man responsible for his beliefs. If prejudice, 

passion, haste, inattention, prevents a man 

from attaching due weight to testimony or other evidence, as to 

the poison of a given substance, he experiences its effects just 

as though he had taken it of set purpose. So of all other 
things. 

Second: Conscience clearly condemns many acts, based 

Because all wrong be- HAMediately on certain beliefs, which were 
liefs have a criminal sincerely held at the time of acting. Now, . 
SAE: if the belief had been innocent, the act 
necessarily dictated thereby could not have been blame-worthy. 
Witness Paul, confessing the sin of his persecutions. Indeed, 
since belief on moral subjects ought to, and must dictate con- 
duct, if man is allowed to be a rational free agent, each man’s 
own belief must be his own guide; and hence an act might be 
right to one man, and wrong to another, at the same time. A 
would have a right (because he believed so) to a thing which B 
had a right to; and so B would have a moral right to do A what 
would be to him a moral wrong? And farther; since whatever 
aman sincerely believed, would be right to him, truth would 
cease to be of any essential importance. This consequence is 
monstrous. Hence we must hold men responsible for their 
moral beliefs. God could not otherwise govern a world of ra- 
tional free agents; for since the free dictates of each agent's 
soul must be, to him, the guide of his conduct, God could not 
justly condemn him for committing the crime which he sup- 
posed at the time to be a right act, after he had been acquitted 
of all responsibility for the opinion which unavoidably dictated 
the act. But is every one rash enough to justify all the crimes 
committed in this world under the influence of moral error 
heartily held at the time? Then the vilest crimes which have 
scourged the world, from the retaliatory murders of savages 
(dictated by stress of tribal honour) to the persecution of God’s 
saints (by inquisitors who verily thought they were doing God 
service) are made perfectly innocent. 

It may be well to say a few more words to relieve the seem- 
ing paradox in this truth. To this separate 
element of the act, that it was conformed to 
the man’s opinion of the right at the time; as that element is 


Paradox resolved. 
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‘ abstracted in thought from all other features of the concrete 
sin; we do not suppose any criminality to attach. But we are 
bound to go back to the prior question: How came a being en- 
dowed with reason and conscience, actually to believe the wrong 
to be right? Could this result have been innocently brought 
about? To say this, would be to accuse God his Maker. Ican 
apprehend how God’s finite handiwork, a rational soul, may re- 
main ignorant of many truths known to larger intelligences ; 
but I cannot admit that it can be betrayed into positive error 
by the normal, legitimate exercise of its powers. There is then, 
always a prior account of the mental perversion: The condi- 
tions of the erroneous result have been sinful indolence in look- 
ing at evidence, or unrighteous self-interest, or criminal preju- 
dice against the truth or its advocate, or some other combi- 
nation of evil affections. To these, specifically, attaches the 
guilt of the erroneous mental result. We see thus, that belief 
isnot the involuntary result of evidence apprehended, in any 
practical moral case. The will (taking that word in its wider 
. sense of the active, optative powers) has a great deal to do with 
the result, by inclining or disposing the mind to give proper 
heed to the attainable evidence. So much weight has this fact, 
that the profound Des Cartes, who almost deserves to be called 
the founder of modern philosophy, actually ranked belief asa 
function of will, rather than of understanding! Here then I 
place myself: when an action of soul is spontaneous, it may 
pe, to that extent, justly held responsible. 
The question with which we close this brief review of the 
3. Province of nature of man’s primary judgments, has ever 
Reason in Revealed been of fundamental importance in the 
Repern Church: “ What is the legitimate province 
of Reason, in revealed’ theology?” The pretended warfare 
between reason and faith has been waged by all those who 
wished to make a pretext for believing unreasonably and wick- 
edly. On the one hand, it is possible so to exalt the authority 
of the Church, or of theology, (as is done by Rome,) as to 
violate the very capacity of reason to which religion appeals. 
On the other, it is exceedingly easy to give too much play to 
it, and admit thus the wrws of Rationalism in some of its forms. 
All the different forms of rationalism, which admit a revela- 
tion as true or desirable at all, may be grouped 
under two classes. 1st. Those who hold the 
PROTON PSEUDOs of the Socinians; that man is to hold nothing 
credible,in religion which he cannot comprehend. 2d. Those 
who, like the modern German rationalists, make the interpreta- 
tions of Scripture square with the teachings of human philosophy, 
instead of making their philosophy square with the plain mean- 
ing of revelation. Under the latter class must be ranked all 
those who, like Hugh Miller, in his Testimony of the Rocks, 
hold that the interpretation of the Pentateuch, concerning cos- 


Rationalism, What ? 


OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 139 


mogony, must be moulded supremely by the demands of 
geological theories, instead of being sett!ed independently by 
its own laws of fair exegesis. Here, also, belong those who, 
like A. Barnes, say that the Bible myst not be allowed to mean 
what would legitimate American slavery, because he holds that 
his ethical arguments prove it cannot be right: 4¢ zd ommne 
enus. 

The absurdity of the first class will be shown, more fully, 

when we come to deal with the Socinian the- 
ne een ology. It is enough to say now, that reason 
herself repudiates such a boast as preposter- 
ous. She does not truly comprehend all of anything: not the 
whole nature and physiology of the blade of grass which man 
presses with his foot: nor the modus of that union of body and 
soul which consciousness compels us to admit. Every line of 
knowledge which we follow, leads us to the circumference of 
darkness, where it is lost to our comprehension; and the more 
man knows, the more frequently is he compelled to stop humbly 
at that limit, and acknowledge his lack of comprehension. So 
that, the most truly wise man is he who knows and believes 
most things which he does not comprehend.* 

That our comprehension is not the measure of truth 
appears, again, thus: Truth is one and immutable. But the 
amount of comprehension any given man has, is dependent on 
his cultivation and knowledge. Thirty years ago it would 
have been wholly incomprehensible to a “ field-hand,” how a 
message could be sent along a wire by galvanism. It was not 
incomprehensible to Dr. Joseph Henry, who actually instructed 
Morse, the nominal inventor, how it might be done. On this 
Socinian scheme, then, truth would be contradictory for differ- 
ent minds. One man’s valid code of truth would properly be, 
to a less cultivated man, in large part falsehood and absurdity. 
But this is preposterous. 

But does not the Protestant assert, against the Papist, that 
faith, in order to be of any worth, must be 
intelligent? Do not we scout the “implicit 
faith’ of the Papist? | 
There is a distinction which fully solves this question, and 
which is simple and important. Every judg- 
ment in the form of a belief is expréssed in 
a proposition. This, grammatically, consists of subject, predi- 
cate, and copula. Now, the condition of rational belief is, 
that the mind shall intelligently see some valid supporting 
evidence for the copula. If, without this, it announces belief, it 
is acting unreasonably. But it is wholly another thing to com- 
prehend the whole nature of the predication; and this latter is 


Does this counte- 
nance implicit Faith? 


Answer. 


"* It is related that the famous Dr. Parr, upon hearing a young Socinian flippantly 
say, he would believe nothing he could not comprehend, answered: ‘‘ Then, sir, you 
will have the shortest creed of any young gentleman in the kingdom.” 
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not at all necessary toa rational faith. The farmer presents 
me on the palm of his hand, a sound grain of corn, and a peb- 
ble. He says: “This is dead, but that is alive.’ May I not, 
with him, rationally believe in the vitality of the grain? Yes: 
because we have some intelligent view of the experimen- 
tal evidence which supports the affirmation. But suppose 
now I pass to the predication, “alive;”’ and demand of the 
farmer that he shall give me a full definition of the nature of 
vegetable vitality? The greatest physicist cannot do this. 
Neither he nor I comprehend the nature vf vegetable vitality. 
We know by its effects, that there is such a force, but it isa 
mysterious force. Let the student then hold fast to this simple 
law: In order to rational belief there must be some intelligent 
view of evidence sustaining the copula; but there may be no 
comprehension of the nature of the predicate. 

Now, if these things are just and true in all natural knowl- 
edge, how much more true in the things of the infinite God? 
The attempt of the Socinian to make a god altogether compre- 
hensible, has resulted in a plan attended inevitably with more 
and worse incomprehensibilities, yes, impossibilities, than they 
Reject. 

To the second class of rationalists, the simple answer 

On Rationalist Which reason gives is, that such a revelation 
Scheme, no Revealed as they admit, is practically no revelation at 
Rule of Faith. all. That is, it is no authoritative standard of 
belief to any soul, on any point on which it may happen to 
have any opinion derived from other sources than the Bible. 
For each man’s speculative conclusions are, to him, his philos- 
ophy; and if one man is entitled to square his Bible to his 
philosophy, the other must be equally so. Further, it is well 
known that the deductions of all philosophies are fallible. The 
utter inconsistency of Rationalism, with any honest adoption 
of a Revelation, appears thus: It is the boast of Rationalists, 
that human science is progressive: that our generation is far in 
advance of our fathers. May not our children be as far in 
advance of us? Things now held as scientific truth, will prob- 
ably be excluded; things not now dreamed of, will probably be 
discovered and explained. When that time comes, it must 
follow on the Rationalists’ scheme, that the interpretation of 
the Scriptures shall receive new modifications from these new 
lights of reason. Propositions which we now hold as the 
meaning of Scripture, will then be shown by the lghts of 
human science to be false! What is it reasonable that we 
should do, at this time, with those places of Scripture? Will 
any one say, “Reserve your opinion on them, until the light 
comes?’ Alas! there is now no means for us to know where- 
abouts in the Bible they are! No; we must attempt to 
construe the whole Scripture as best we may. Will any one 
say that our construction is true to us, but will be false to our 
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more scientific children? Hardly. If, therefore, the Bible is a 
revelation from the infallible God, reason herself clearly asserts 
that where the plain teachings of Scripture clash with such 
deductions, the latter are to be presumed to be wrong; and 
unless revelation carries that amount of authority, it is practi- 
cally worthless. Rationalism is the wolf of infidelity under the 
sheep’s clothing of faith. 

It follows, then, that reason is not to be the measure, nor 
the ground, of the beliefs of revealed theology. 

But on the other hand: Ist, the laws of thought which 
necessarily rule in the human soul, were 
established by the same God who gave the 
Bible. Hence, if there is a revelation from 
Him, and if these laws of thought are legitimately used, there 
must be full harmony between reason and Scripture. But man 
knows that he is not infallible: he knows that he almost always 
employs his powers of thought with imperfect accuracy. On 
the other hand, if revelation is admitted, its very idea implies 
infallible truth and authority.. Hence, it is clearly reasonable 
that opinion must always hold itself ready to stand corrected 
by revelation. 

_ The Scriptures always address us as rational creatures, 
2d. Necessarylaws 2nd presuppose the authority of our native, 
of thought must be fundamental laws of thought. If we think at 
Eseries: By At all, we must do it according to those laws. 
Therefore, to require us to violate or ignore them fundamentally, 
would be to degrade us to unreasoning animals; we should then 
be as incapable of religion as they. 

The claim which the Scriptures address to us, to be the one 

3rd. Authenticity of authentic and authoritative revelation from 
Revelation not self-evi- God, is addressed to our reason. This is clear 
ont from the simple fact, that there are presented 
to the human race more than one professed revelation ; and that 
they cannot be authoritative witnesses to their own authority 
prior to its admission. It appears also from this, that man is re-- 
quired not only to obey, but to believe and love the Bible. Now 
he cannot do this except upon evidence. The evidences of in- 
spiration must, therefore, present themselves to man’s reason ; 
to reason to be employed impartially, humbly, and in the fear 
of God. He who says he believes, when he sees no proof, is 
but pretending, or talking without meaning. 

Among these evidences, the reason must entertain this 

ath. Revelation can. Question: whether anything asserted in reve- 
not authorize self-con- lation is inevitably contradictory with reason 
gadeions Bs ieee or some other things asserted in revelation. 
| ’ For if a book clearly contained such things, 

it would be proof it was not from God; because God, who first 
created our laws of reason, will not contradict Himself by teach- 
ing incompatibles in His works and word. And again: in de- 


But Revelation does 
not Violate Reason. 
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manding faith (always a sincere and intelligent faith,) of us in 
such contradictories, He would be requiring of us an impossi- 
bility. If I see that a thing is impossible to be true, it is im- | 
possible for me to believe it. Yet here, we must guard this con- 
cession against abuse; asserting first, that the reason which is 
entitled to this judgment of contradiction concerning the Scrip- 
tures, shall be only a right, humble, and holy reason, acting in 
the fear and love of God; and not a reason unsanctified, hostile, 
and blind. Second, that the supposed contradiction must be 
contained in the immediate and unquestioned language of the 
Scripture itself, and not merely deduced therefrom by some 
supposed inference. And third, that the truth supposed to be 
overthrown by it shall be also an express statement of God’s 
word, or some necessary, axiomatic truth, universally held by 
mankind. For if one should object against the Bible, that som=2 
inference he had drawn from its words was irreconcilable wi. 
some- similar inference, or some supposed deduction of his 
human logic, we should always be entitled to reply: that his 
powers of thought being confessedly inaccurate, it was always 
more probable he had inferred erroneously, than that Scripture 
had spoken inconsistently. 
Reason is also to be employed to interpret and illustrate the 
sth Reasonandhu- >¢riptures. To do this, the whole range of 
man knowledge ancil- man’s natural knowledge may be taxed. The 
ee Map er interpretation is never to presume to make 
reason the measure of belief, but the mere handmaid of Scrip- 
ture. And the mode of interpretation is to be by comparing 
Scripture with Scripture according to the legitimate laws of lan- 
guage. The Scripture must be its own canon of hermeneutics ; 
and that, independent of all other supposed rival sciences. For 
otherwise, as has been shown above, it would cease to carry a 
practical authority over the human mind asa rule of faith. A 
Bible which must wait to hear what philosophy may be pleased. 
to permit it to say, and which must change its dzcfa as often as 
- philosophy chooses to change, would be no Bible for any sen- 
sible man. 
Now, the prelatic system of Church-authority stands op- 
_ posed to this Protestant theory of private 
Faith rests on Evi: judgment. Prelatists claim for thé reason- 
dence, not Dictation. 5 ; 3 A 
ableness of their slavish system, this analogy ; 
that the child, in all its primary education, has to accept things 
on trust as he is told. Human knowledge, say they, begins in 
dogma, not in reasoning. So should divine. The reply is, that 
this is a false analogy, in two vital respects. The secular knowl- 
edge which begins absolutely in dogma, is only that of signs ; 
not of things and ultimate truths. The child must indeed learn 
from dogma, that a certain rafter-shaped mark inscribed on the 
paper is the accepted sign of the vowel-sound A. The things 
of God are not mere signs, but essential truths. Second, the 
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reception of divine truth is not an infantile, but an adult work. 
We are required to do it in the exercise of a mature intelligence, 
and to be infants only in guilelessness. 

Prelatists and papists are fond of charging that the theory 

ei aes of private judgement amounts simply to 
oad oe ee rationalism. For, say they, “to make revel- 
ation wait on reason for the recognition of 
credentials, virtually gives to the revealed dogma only the force 
of reason. ‘The stream can rise no higher than its. fountain.’ 
On the Protestant scheme, revelation receives no more author- 
ity than reason may confer.” The only plausibility of such 
objections is in the words of a false trope. Revelation it is 
said, ‘submits its credentials to the reason,’ according to us 
Protestants. Suppose I prefer to say (the correct trope,) we 
hold that revelation imposes its credentials upon the healthy 
reason. In fact, as when the eye looks at the sun, there are 
activities of the organ towards the result of vision, suchas 
adjusting the axes of the two balls, directing them, refracting 
thewwes, Occ, and yet, the Jlisht is\not from the éye; but 
from the sun; so in apprehending the validity of the Bible’s 
credentials, the light is from the revelation; not from the mind. 
Its activities about the apprehension of the evidence, are only 
receptive, not productive. 

But the simple key to the answer is, that the question 
that we bring to the human reason, ‘Is this book God speaking ?’ 
is one, single question, perfectly defirred, and properly within 
the reach of reason. The other question, which the Rationalist 
wished to make reason answer, is: ‘What are the things proper 
for God to say about Himself and religion?’ There is, in fact, a 
multitude of questions, and mostly wholly above the reach 
of reason. We may illustrate the difference by the case of an 
ambassador. The court to which he comes is competent to 
entertain the question of his credentials. This is mplied in the 
expectation that this court is to treat with him. The matter of 
credentials is one definite question, to be settled by one or two- 
plain criteria, such as a signature, and the imprint of a seal. 
But what may be the secret will of his sovereign, is a very dif- 
ferent set of questions. To dictate one’s surmises here, and 
especially to annex the sovereign’s authority to them, is imper- 
tinent folly. But the messages of the plenipotentiary carry all 
the force of the recognized signature and seal. 

Moreover, we must remember that man’s state is proba- 
tionary. There is an intrinsic difference between truth and 
error, right reasoning and sophism, and the purpose of God in 
revelation is (necessarily) not to supplant reason, but to put man 
on his probation for its right use. 

Last: Let the student, from the first, discard all the false 

No strife of reason 204 mischievous ideas generated by the slang 
with Faith. of the “ contest between reason and faith.”’— 
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of the propriety of having “reason conquer, faith, or faith con- 
quer reason.” There is no such contest: The highest reason is 
to believe implicitly what God’s word says, as soonas it is clearly 
ascertained to be God’s word. The dictate of reason herself, is 
to believe; because she sees the evidences to be reasonable.* 

I need only add, that I hold the Scriptures to be, in all its 
parts, of plenary inspiration; and we shall henceforward assume 
this, as proved by the inquiries of another department. 


LECTURE XIII 


REVEALED THEOLOGY. GOD AND HIS ATTRI- 
BUTES, 


SYLLABUS. 


1. Give the Derivation and Meaning of the Names applied to God in the Scrip- 


tures. 
Turrettin, Loc. iii, Qu. 4. Breckinridge’s Theology, Vol. i, p. 199. Concor- 
dances and Lexicons. 
2. What is the meaning of the term, God’s Attributes? And what the most 


common Classifications of them ? 

Turrettin, Loc. iii, Qu. 5, &c. Dick, Lect. 21. Breckinridge, Vol. i, p. 260, 
&c. Hodge, Syst. Theol. Vol. i, p. 369 to 372. Thornwell, Lect. 6, p. 162- 
166 and 167, &c. 

3. What are the Scriptural evidences of God’s Unity, Spirituality and Simplicity ? 
Turrettin, Loc. iii, Qu. 3 and 7. Dick. Lect. 17 and 18. 

4. What the Bible-proofs of God’s Immensity ? 
Turrettin, Loc. in, Qu. 9g. Dick, Lect. 19. 

5. What the Scriptural proof of God’s Eternity ? 
Turrettin, Loc. ili, Qu. 10. Dick, Lect. 17. 

6. Prove from Scripture that God is Immutable. 
Turrettin, Loc. ili, Qu. 11. Dick, Lect. 20. See on whole, ‘‘Charnock on 
the Attributes.” 


[N approaching the department of Revealed Theology, the 

first question is concerning the inspiration of the Scriptures. 
This having been settled, we may proceed 
to assume them as inspired and infallible. 
Our business now is merely to ascertain and 
collect their teachings, to systematize them, and to show their 
relation to each other. The task of the student of Revealed 
Theology, is, therefore, in the first place, mainly exegetical. 
Having discovered the teachings of.revelation by sound expo- 
sition, and having arranged them, he is to add nothing, except 
what follows “by good and necessary consequence.” Conse- 
quently, there is no study in which the truth is more important, 
that “with the lowly is wisdom.” 

The New Testament, and still more, the Old, presents us 


Infallibility of Scrip- 
tures assumed. 


* See, for the true nature of belief, as distinguished from intuition or deduction, 
“Sensvalistic Phil. of the 19th Cent. Considered,’’ Chap. x, end. 
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with an interesting subject of study, in the 
names and titles of God, which they employ 
to give our feeble mind a conception of His 


manifold perfections. The names min " PP bs ITN mb 
on iON “and TINS | ma is fhe: Febrew. and Bec, 


Kips, “Ygeatos, nea, tate in the Greek, give, of themselves, 
an extensive description of His nature. For they are all, accord- 
ing to the genius of the ancient languages, significant of some 
quality ; and are thus, when rightly interpreted, proof-texts to 
sustain several divine attributes, man y ( Jehovah) with its abre- 


I. God’s Names re- 
veal Him. 


viation, ay (which most frequently appears in the doxology, 
Te {2m) has ever been esteemed by the Church the most 


fistinctive and sacred, because the incommunicable name of 
God. The student is familiar with the somewhat superstitious 
reverence with which the later Hebrews regard it, never pro- 
nouncing it aloud, but substituting it in reading the Scriptures, 
by the word "STN. There seems little doubt that the sacred 


name presents the same radicals with | mn ", the future of the 
substantive verb 77. This is strikingly enienee by Exodus 
iii: 14, where ag oi ae His name to Moses, says: } mi IN 
WS rs (“TL am that Tam’) i is His name. For we have ere 


in form vee first person future of the substantive verb, and our 
Saviour, Jno. viii : 58, claiming the incommunicable divinity, 
says, imitating this place: “ Before Abraham was, I AM.’* In 
Ex. vi: 2, 3, we learn that the characteristic name by which 
God commissioned Moses was Jehovah. This is an additional 
argument which shows, along with its origin, that the name 
means self-existence and independence. 


* This derivation is illustrated by a comparison, plausible and interesting, if not 
demonstrative, with the Greek and Latin names of God, Zeve and Jove. By consult- 
ing Gen. xxiv: 4, and many other places, we learn that God was known to Abraham 
and his family by the name /ehovah. In Gen. xxvi: 28, we see that the Canaanites 
under Abimelech, of Gerar, still retained the knowledge of the true God, under the 
same name. The Phoenician mythology is the parent of the Grecian, as the Pheeni- 
cian alphabet is, of the Greek. Now the votaries of the comparative philology of 
modern days, will have Zev¢ derived (by a change of Z to its cognate D,) from the 
sanscrit root, Dis, whose root-meaning was supposed to be splendour. To the same 
source they trace Osoc, Deus, Divus, Dies, &c. This source may plausibly answer for 
the last named words. But as to Zeve and Jove, may not another etymology be more 

robable? (as is confessed by some of the best Greek scholars) that Zeve is from Zew, 
(the primary meaning of which is fervere,) and that this verb is closely cognate to 
Zaw, *‘I live,” and Zwy, ‘life.’ Notice, then, the strange resemblance, almost an 
identity, between ‘Jehovah,’ and «Jove. ” The latter, with pater, makes the Latin 
nominative Jupiter— /ov-Pater—father Jove. If this origin is true, then we have 
the Greek name of the chief God, Zevc, involving the same fundamental idea; ‘‘ The 
Living One,’’—the self-existent source of life. This is much more ex xplanatory of the 
early myths touching Jove, as the ‘‘ Father of Gods and men,” than the primary idea 
of the supposed sanscrit root. 


10* 
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Such a meaning would, of itself, lead us to expect that this 
name, with its kindred derivatives, is never 
applied to any but the one proper God; 
because no other being has the attribute 
which it signifies. A further proof is found in the fact that it 
is never applied as a proper name, to any other being in Scrip- 
ture. The angel who appeared to Abraham, to Moses, and 
to Joshua, (Geno xviii 213 Exod. 41 “2-4 Josh? vagy om 
was evidently Jehovah-Christ. When Moses named the altar 
Jehovah-nissi, (Ex. xvii: 15,) he evidently no more dreamed 
of calling it Jehovah, than did Abram, when he called a place, 
(Gen. xxii: 14,) Jehovah-jireh. And when Aaron said con- 
cerning the worship of the calf: ‘To-morrow is the feast of 
Jehovah,” he evidently considered the image only as represen- 
tative of the true God. But the last and crowning evidence 
that this name is always distinctive, is that God expressly 
reserves it-to Himself.” (Seer Exod. 10255 svi (yee ee 
Ixxxiit; 18%" Is. xl. 8* xiviis 2a nieve ochiesr sO a 
chief value of this fact is not only to vindicate to God exclu- 
sively the attribute of self-existence; but greatly to strengthen 
the argument for the divinity of Christ. When we find the 
incommunicable name given to Him, it is the strongest proof 
that he is very God. 
"dN Lord, is the equivalent of thie Greek Kupcos. Its mean- 
ing 1s possession and dominion, expressed by 
NY eto the Latin Dominus, which is its usual trans- 
lation in the Vulgate, both in the Old and New Testaments, 
and, unfortunately, is the usual translation of Jehovah also. 
Hence has arisen the suppression of this name in our English 
version, where both are translated Lord; and Jehovah is dis- 
tinguished only by having its translation printed in capitals, 
(LORD.) 


“IU is alsoa pluralis excellentig, expressing omnipotence. 


This the incommuni- 
cable Name. 


Sometimes, as in Job v: 17, it stands by itself; sometimes, as 
in Gen. xvii: I, it is connected with ON (where it is rendered 


“God Almighty.”) This seems to be the name by which He 
entered into special covenant with Abram. It appears in the 
New Testament in its Greek form of [Mavtozpdtwp, Rev. 1: 8. 


ee! is said to be a verbal form of the verb vine to 
ascend ;’ and is rendered in Psalms ix: 3, and xxi: 8, “« Most 


High.” This name signifies the exaltation of God’s character. 
NIKAY—hosts, is frequently used as an epithet qualifying 


one of the ‘other names of God, as DiNay mim—Jehovah of 


hosts, (i. e., exercttuum.) In this title, Aig the ae or orders of 
creatures, animate and inanimate, are represented as subject to 
God, as the divisions of an army are to their commander. 


° 
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We come now to what may be called the communicable 
names of God; the same words are also 
used to express false and imaginary Gods or 
mighty men, as well as the true God. It is a striking peculiar- 
ity, that these alone are subjected to inflection by taking, on the 
construct state and the pronominal suffixes. They are Sys ex- 


pressing the idea of mignt, and sibx Dds singular and 


plural forms of the same root, probably derived from the verb: 


Communicable Names. 


Sry —to be strong. The singular form appears to be used 
chiefly in books of poetry. The plural, (@ pluralis mazestatis) 
is the common term for God, Geos, Deus, expressing the simple 
idea of His eternity as our Maker, the God of creation and 
providence. 

Gathering up these names alone, and comprehending their 
conjoined force according to the genius of Oriental language, 
we find that they compose by themselves an extensive revela- 
tion of God’s nature. They clearly show Him to be self- 
existent, independent, immutable and eternal; infinite in 
perfections, exalted in majesty, almighty in power, and of 
universal dominion. We shall find all of God implicitly, in 
these traits. 

The Scriptures give to God a number of expressive meta- 
phorical titles (which some very inaccurately and needlessly 
would classify as His Metaphorical attributes, whereas they 
express, not attributes, but relations,) such as “ King,” “ Law- 
Givereannucea wiwock, «Lower, Deliverer,. “‘ Shepherd,’ 
“Husbandman,” “Father,” &c. These cannot be properly 
called His names. 

God’s attributes are those permanent, or essential, qualities 

: § of His nature, which He has made known to 

as ee as us in His word. When we say they are essen- 
. tial qualities, we do not mean that they 
compose His substance, as parts thereof making up a whole; 
still less, that they are members, attached to God, by which 
He acts. They are traits qualifying His nature always, and 
making it the nature itis. The question whether God’s attri- 
butes are parts of His essence, has divided not only scholastics, 
Socinians and orthodox, but even Mohammedans; affecting, as 
it does, the proper conception of His unity and simplicity. 
We must repudiate the gross idea that they are parts of His 
substance, or members attached to it; for then He would be 
susceptible of division, and so of destruction. His substance 
is a unit, a monad. God’s omniscience, e. g., is not something 
attached to His substance, whereby He knows; but only a 
power or quality of knowing, qualifying His infinite substance 
itself. To avoid this gross error, the scholastics, (including 
many Protestants,) used to say that God’s essence, and each or 
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every attribute, are identical; i. e., that His whole essence is 
identical with each attribute. They were accustomed to say, 
that God’s knowing is God, God’s willing is God, or that the 
whole God is in every act; and this they supposed to be neces- 
sary to a proper conception of His simplicity. This predication 
they carred so far as to say, that God’s essence was simple in 
such sense as to exclude, not only all distinctions of parts, or 
composition, but all logical distinction of substance or essence, 
entity and quiddity, and to identify the essence and each attri- 
bute absolutely fea in a sense altogether different from finite 
spirits. 

Now, as Maris remarked, (Lect. IV, Nat. Theol.) if all 
this means anything more than is conceded 
on the last page, it is pantheism. The 
charge there made is confirmed by this thought: That if the 
divine essence must be thus literally identified with each attri- 
bute, then the attributes are also identified with each other. 
There is no virtual, but only a nominal difference, between 
God’s intellect and will. Hence, it must follow, that God 
effectuates all He conceives. This not only obliterates the 
vital distinction between His sczentia simplex and sctentia 
visions ; but it also robs God of His freedom as a personal 
agent, and, if He is infinite by His omniscience, proves that the 
creation, or His works, is infinite. Here we have two of the 
very signatures of pantheism. But further: this identification 
of the distinct functions of intelligence and will violates our 
rational consciousness. There is a virtual difference between 
intellection, conation, and sensibility. Every man knows this, 
as to himself; and yet he believes in the unity of his spirit. 
It is equally, or more highly, true of God, The fact that He 
is an infinite spiritual unit, does not militate against this posi- 
tion, but rather facilitates our holding of it; inasmuch as this 
infinitude accounts for the manifold powers of function exer- 
cised, better than our finite spirituality. It will be enough to 
add, in conclusion, that the fundamental law of our reason for- 
bids our really adopting this scholastic refinement. We can 
only know substance by its attributes. We can only believe 
an attribute to be, as we are able to refer it to its substance. 
This is the only relation of thought, in which the mind can 
think either. Were the reduction of substance and attribute 
actually made then, in good faith, the result would be incog- 
noscible to the human intellect. 

God is infinite, and therefore incomprehensible, for our 
minds, in His essence. (Job xi: 7-9.) Now, since our only 
way of knowing His essence is as we know the attributes which 
(in our poor, shortcoming phrase) compose it, each of God’s at- 
tributes and acts must have an element of the Ron pias 
about it:) (See ‘Job!xxvi’ 14% Ravexxmiag & 0G 5 Mid wieerae 
Rom. xi: 33.) One of the most important attainments for you 


Objections. 
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to make, therefore, is for you to rid your minds for once and 
all, of the notion, that you either do or can comprehend the 
whole of what is expressed of any of God’s attributes. Yet 
there is solid truth in our apprehension of them up to our 
limited measure—i.e, our conception of them, if scriptural, 
will be not essentially false, bnt only defective. Of this, we 
have this twofold warrant: First, that God has told us we are, 
in our own rational and moral attributes, formed in His image, 
so that His infinite, are the zovmae of our finite, essential qual- 
ities; and second, that God has chosen such and such human 
words (as wisdom, rectitude, knowledge,) to express these 
divine attributes. The Bible does not use words dishonestly. 

Another question has been raised by orthodox divines, (e. 

Are theSeparate At- g-, Breckinridge,) whether since God's es- 
tributes of Infinite sence is infinite, we must not conceive of it 
None as having an infinite number of distinct 
attributes. That is, whatever may be the revelations of 
Himself made by God in word and works, and however num- 
erous and glorious the essential attributes displayed therein, 
an infinite number of other attributes still remain, not dreamed 
of by His wisest creatures. The origin of this notion seems to 
be very clearly in Spzxogtsm, which sought to identify the mul- 
tifarious universe and God, by making all the kinds, however 
numerous and diverse, modes of His attributes. Now, if the 
question is asked, can a finite mind prove that this circle of 
attributes revealed in the Scriptures which seem to us to pre- 
sent a God so perfect, so totus teres et rutundus, are the only 
distinct essential attributes His essence has, I shall freely 
answer, no. By the very reason that the essence is infinite and 
incomprehensible, it must follow that a finite mind can never 
know whether He has exhausted the enumeration of the dis- 
tinct qualities thereof or not, any more than He can fully 
comprehend one of them. But if it be said that the infinitude 
of the essence necessitates an infinite number of distinct attri- 
butes, I again say, no; for would not one infinite attribute 
mark the essence as infinite? Man cannot reason here. But 
the same attribute may exhibit numberless varied acts. 

In most sciences, classification of special objects of study. 
is of prime importance, for two reasons. The 
study of resemblances and diversities, on 
which classification proceeds, aids us inlearn- 
ing the individuals classified more accurately. The objects are 
so exceedingly numerous, that unless general classes were 
formed, of which general propositions could be predicated, the 
memory would be overwhelmed, and the task of science 
endless. The latter reason has very slight application, in 
treating God’s attributes; because their known number is not 
great. The former reason applies very fairly. Many classifica- 
tions have been proposed, of which I will state the chief. 


Classification of At- 
tributes. 
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(a.) The old orthodox classification was into communicable 
and incommunicable. Thus, omniscence 
i Rca sea was called a communicable attribute; 
because God confers on angels and men, not 
identically His omniscience, or a part of it, but an attribute of 
knowledge having a likenesss, in its lower degree, to His. His 
eternity is called an incommunicable attribute, because man has, 
and can have nothing like it, in any finite measure even. 
In some of the attributes, as God’s independence and self-exis- 
tence, this distinction may be maintained; but in many others 
to which it is usually applied, it seems of little accuracy. For 
instance, God’s eternity may be stated as His infinite relation to 
duration. Man’s temporal life is his finite relation to duration, 
and I see not but the analogy is about as close between this and 
God’s eternity, as between man’s little knowledge and His 
ommniscience. 

(b.) Another distribution, proposed by others, is into abso- 

pik Te lute and relative. God’s immensity, for 
Ape instance, is. His absolute ‘attribute; + His 
omnipresence, His corresponding relative 

attribute. The distinction happens to be pretty accurate in this 
case, but it would be impossible to carry it through the whole. 

(c.) Another distribution is into natural and moral attri- 

butes; the natural being those which qualify 

Into Natural and Genie Heae hee sit leads 

Norsk: od’s being as an infinite spirit merely—e. ¢., 

omniscience, power, ubiquity; the moral, 
being those which qualify Him as a moral being, viz., righteous- 
ness, truth, goodness and holiness. This distinction is just and 
accurate, but the terms are bungling. For God’s moral attri- 
butes are as truly natural (i. e., original,) as the others. 

The distribution into negative and positive, and the 
Cartesian, into internal (intellect and will) and external, need 
not be more than mentioned. Dr. Breckinridge has proposed a 
more numerous classification, into primary, viz: those belonging 
to God as simply being: essential, viz: these qualifying His 
being as pure spirit; natural, viz: those constituting Him a free 
and intelligent spirit; moral, viz: those constituting Him a 
righteous being; and consummate, being those perfections 
which belong to Him as the concurrent result of the preceding. 
The general objection is, that it is too artificial and complicated. 
It may be remarked, further, that the distinction of primary and 
essential attributes is unfounded. Common sense would tell us 
that we cannot know God as being, except as we know Him as 
spiritual being ; and dialectics would say that the consideration of 
the essentia must precede that of the esse. Further, the subordi- 
nate distribution of attributes under the several heads is confused. 

The distribution which I would prefer, would conform 

Best Classification, MOSt nearly to that mentioned in the third 
place, into moral and non-moral. The West- 
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minster Assembly, in this case as in many others, has given us 
the justest and most scientific view of this arrangement, in its 
Catechism: “ God is a spirit, infinite, eternal and unchangeable, 
in His being, wisdom, power, holiness, justness, goodness and 
truth,’ This recognizes a real ground of di:tinction, after 
which the other tentative arrangements I have described, are 
evidently groping, with a dim and partial apprehension. There 
is one class of attributes, (wisdom, power, purity, justice, good- 
ness and truth,) specifically and immediately qualifying God’s 
being. There is another class, (infinitude, eternity, immutabili- 
ty,) which collectively qualify all His other attributes and 
His being, and which may, therefore, be properly called His 
consummate attributes. God is, then, infinite, eternal and im- 
mutable in all His perfections. In a sense, somewhat similar, all 
His moral attributes may be said to be qualified by the consum- 
mate moral attribute, holiness—the crowning glory of the divine 
character. 
3. What we conceive to be the best rational proofs 
Unity of God. of God’s unity and simplicity, were presented 
. in a previous lecture on Natural Theology; 
we gave the preference to that from the convergent harmony of 
creation. Theologians are also accustomed to argue it from 
the necessity of His excellence (inconclusively,) from His infin- 
itude (more solidly.) But our best proof is the Word, which 
asserts His exclusive, as well as Hisnumerical unity. Deut. vi: 
4; Ist. Kings viii: 60; Is. xliv: 6; Mark xii: 29-32; Ist. Cor. 
viii: 4; Eph. iv: 6; Gal. iii; 20; 1st. Tim. ii: 5; Deut. xxxii: 
303 [stpxlinexoaLbsoxxxvir 6, &c: 

The spirituality of God we argued rationally, first, from the 
fact that ‘He is an intelligent and voluntary 
. first cause; for our understandings are, prop- 
erly speaking, unable to attribute these qualities to any other 
than spiritual substance. We found the same conclusion 
flowed necessarily from the fact, that God is the ultimate source 
of all force. It is implied in His immensity and omnipresence. 
He is Spirit, because the fountain oflife. This also is confirmed 
by Scriptures emphatically. (See Deut. iv: 15-18; Ps. cxxxix: 
Viwisieescti 293 > Johnuiv: 245:2d~ Conran 7271) This evidencéis 
greatly strengthened by the fact, that not only isthe Father, but 
the divine nature in Christ, and the Holy Ghost, also are called 
again and again Spirit. (See, for the former, Rom. i: 4; Heb. 
ix: 14. For the latter, the title Holy Ghost, Mvevya, everywhere 
in New Testament, and even in Old.) _We may add, also, -all 
those passages which declare God, although always most inti- 
timately present, to be beyoud the cognizance of all our senses. 
(eoldseioeiste Timei S17 ;-Hebyxah272) 

The simplicity of God, theologically defined, is not express- 
ly asserted in the Bible. But it follows as a 
necessary inference, from His spirituality. 


He is a Spirit. 


His Simplicity. 
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Our consciousness compels us to conceive of our own spirits as 
absolutely simple; because the consciousness is always such, 
and the whole conscious subject, ego, is in each conscious state 
indivisibly. The very idea of dividing a thought, an emotion, 
a volition, a sensation, mechanically into parts, is wholly 
irrelevant to our conception of them; it is impossible. Hence, 
as God tells us that our spirits were formed in the image of His, 
and as He has employed this word, //vevya, to express the 
nature of His substance, we feel authorized to conceive of it as 
alsosimple. But there arestill stronger reasons; for (a,) Other- 
wise God’s absolute unity would be lost. (b.) He would not be 
incapable of change. (c.) He might be disintegrated, and so, 
destroyed. 

We are well aware that many representations occur in 
Scripture which seem to speak of God as having a material 
form, (e. g., in the theophanies) and parts, as hands, face, &c., 
&c. The latter are obviously only representations adapted to 
our faculties, to set before us the different modes of God’s 
workings. The seeming forms, angelic or human, in which He 
appeared to the patriarchs, were but the symbols of His 
presence. 

4. The distinction between God’s immensity and omni- 
presence has already been stated. Both are 
asserted in Scriptures. The former in Ist. 
Kings vili: 27, and parallel in Chron. ; Is. 
Ixvi: I.: >The latter ‘in Ps. cxxxix: 7-10; Acts ‘xviit 27-285 
Jer. xxiii: 24; Heb.i: 3. It follows, also, from what is asserted 
of God’s works of creation and providence, and of His 
infinite knowledge. (See Theol. Lect. 4th.) : 

5 God’s eternity has already been defined, as an existence 
absolutely without beginning, without end, 
and without succession; and the rational 
evidences thereof have been presented. As to the question, 
whether God’s thoughts and purposes are absolutely uncon- 
nected with all successive duration, we saw, when treating this 
question in Natural Theology, good reason to doubt. The 
grounds of doubt need not be repeated. But there is a more 
popular sense, in which the punctum stans, may be predicated 
of the divine existence, that past and future are as distinctly and 
immutably present with the Divine Mind, as the present. This 
is probably indicated by the striking phrase, Is. lvii: 15 and 
more certainly, by Exod. iii: 14, compared with John viii: 58; by 
Ps. xc: 4, and 2d Peter, iii: 8. That God’s being has neither 
beginning nor end is stated in repeated places—as Gen. xxi: 33; 
Psvxeriy 2 /.ciiy 26228: 1s: xl sae eaneer Tim Ps PleG ie 
Rev. i: 8. 

That God is immutable in His essence, thoughts, volitions, 
and all His perfections, has been already ar- 
gued from His perfection itself, from His in- 


Immensity and Om- 
nipresence. 


Eternity. 


6. Immutability. 
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dependence and sovereignty, from His simplicity and from His 
blessedness. This unchangeableness not only means that He 
is devoid of all change, decay, or increase of substance: but 
that His knowledge, His thoughts and plans, and His moral 
principles and volitions remain forever the same. “This immu- 
tability of Hisknowledge and thoughts flows from their infinitude. 
For, being complete from eternity, there is nothing new to be 
added to His knowledge. His nature remaining the same, and 
the objects present to His mind remaining forever unchanged, it 
is clear that His active principles and purposes must remain for- 
ever in the same state; because there is nothing new to Him to 
awaken or provoke new feelings or purposes. 

Our Confession says, that God hath neither parts nor pas- 
sions. That He has something analagous to what are called in 
man active principles, is manifest, for He wills and acts; there- 
fore He must feel. But these active principles must not be con- 
ceived of as emotions, in the sense of ebbing and flowing ac- 
cesses of feeling. In other words, they lack that agitation and 
rush, that change from cold to hot, and hot to cold, which con- 
stitute the characteristics of passion in us. They are, in God, 
an ineffable, fixed, peaceful, unchangeable calm, although the 
springs of volition. That such principles may be, although in- 
comprehensible to us, we may learn from this fact: That in the 
wisest and most sanctified creatures, the active principles have 
least of passion and agitation, and yet they by no means become 
inefficacious. as springs of action—e. g., moral indignation in the 
holy and wise parent or ruler. That the above conception of 
the calm immutability of God’s active principles is necessary, 
appears from the following: The agitations of literal passions 
are incompatible with His blessedness. The objects of those 
feelings are as fully present to the Divine Mind at one time as 
another; so that there is nothing to cause ebb or flow. And 
that ebb would constitute a change in Him. When, therefore, 
the Scriptures speak of God as becoming wroth, as repenting, 
as indulging His fury against His adversaries, in connection with 
some particular event occurring in time, we must understand 
them anthropopathically. What is meant is, that the outward 
manifestations of His active principles were as though these 
feelings then arose. 

God’s immutability, as thus defined, is abundantly asserted 
mrechiptures!)({ Numb xxiii: 195Ps) cid; 26 jo xxxlilss1414%.exs 
a voeexiva1o;0 Mal. tits 6; Jase pb a7 Heby vis apg aiits:85 

This attribute has been supposed to be inconsistent with 
the incarnation of the Godhead in Christ; 
with God’s work done in time, and especially 
His creation; and with His reconciliation with sinners upon 
their repentance. To the first, it is enough to reply, that neither 
was God’s substance changed by the incarnation; for there was 
no confusion of natures in the person of Christ, nor was His 


Objections Answered. 
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plan modified ; for He always intended and foresaw it. To the 
second, the purpose to create precisely all that is created, was 
from eternity to God, and to do it just at the time He did. Had 
He not executed that purpose when the set time arrived, there 
would have been the change. To the third, I reply, the change 
is not in God: but in the sinner. For God to change His treat- 
ment as the sinner’s character changes, this is precisely what His 
immutability dictates. 


LECTURE XIV. 
DIVINE ATTRIBUTES.—Continued. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What is the Scriptural account of God’s knowledge and wisdom? What the 
meaning of His simple, His free, His mediate knowledge? Does God’s free knowl. 
edge extend to the future acts of free-agents ? 

Review of Breckinndge’s Theology by the author. Turrettin, I.oc. iii, Qu. 
12, 13. Dick, Lect. 21, 22. Watson’s Theo. Inst., pt. ii, ch. 4 and ch. 28, 3 3. 
Dr. Chr. Knapp, @ xxii. 

2. Dothe Scriptures teach God to be a voluntary being? What limitation, if 
any, on His will? Prove that He is omnipotent. Does God govern free-agents om- 
nipotently ? 

Turrettin, Loc. ili, Qu. 14, 21, 22. Dick, Lect. 23. Watson, Theo. Inst. pt. 
li, ch. 28, 23, 4. Knapp, @ xxi. 

3. What is the distinction between God’s decretive and preceptive will? Is it 
just? Between His antecedent and consequent will? Are His volitions ever condi- 
tioned on anything out of Himself? 

Turrettin, Loc. ni, Qu. 15, 16, 17. Knapp, 3 xxv and xxvi. 

4. Is God's will the sole source of moral distinctions ? 
Turrettin, Loc. iii, Qu. 18. 

j ‘HE difference between knowledge and wisdom has been 
already defined as this: knowledge is the simple cognition 
leh: of things; wisdom is the selecting and subor- 
ote wees s© dinating of them to an end, as means. Not 
only must there be the power of selecting and 
subordinating means to an end, to constitute wisdom: but toa 
worthy end. Wisdom, therefore, is a higher attribute than 
knowledge, involving especially the moral perfections. For 
when one proceeds to the selection of an end, there.is choice ; 
and the moral element is introduced. Wisdom and knowledge 
are the attributes which characterize God as pure mind, asa 
being of infinite and essential intelligence. That God’s knowl- 
edge is vast, we argued from His spirituality, from His creation 
of other minds; (Ps. xciv: 7—10,) from His work of creation in 
general, from His omnipresence; (Ps. cxxxix: I-12,) and from 
His other perfections of power, and (especially) of goodness, 
truth and righteousness, to the exercise of which knowledge is 
constantly essential. Of His wisdom, the great natural proof is 
the wonderful, manifold and beneficent contrivances in His 
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works of creation (Ps. cxiv: 24,) and providence. That God’s 
knowledge is distinct, and in every case intuitive, never deduc- 
tive, seems to flow from its perfection. We only know sub- 
stances by their attributes; God must know them in their true 
substance: because it was His creative wisdom which clothed 
each substance with its essential qualities. We only learn many 
things by inference from other things; God knows all things in- 
tuitively ; because there can be no succession in His knowledge, 
admitting of the relation of premise and conclusion. 

We may show the infinite extent of God’s knowledge, by 
viewing it under several distributions. He 
perfectly knows Himself. (1 Cor.ii: 11.) He 
has all the past perfectly before His mind, so that there is no 
room for any work of recollection. (Is. xli; 22; xliii: 9.) This 
is also shown by the doctrine of a universal judgment. (Eccl. 
Xie Lukes vill: 075. Rom... ii .163 11206; xivientoO;, Matt. 
Mies vin Os Mal. Mics bose Rev. xx pie Jecaxvil: .1,) 

All the acts and thoughts of all His creatures, which occur 
in the present,'are known to Him as they occur. (Gen. xvi: 
PsmitOve Ke Leis, eexlvili du ands 5+ XXIV ty The Zech: av 
IO aL (Ow. Vi 20 Job, wxxiv 622 3 Luke, xin: 6, ;4Heb, ivi. 13.) 
Especially do the Scriptures claim for God a full and perfect 
knowledge of man’s thoughts, feelings and purposes—however 
concealed in, the soul. (Job. xxxiv.: 21:3, Ps. cxxxiv4 ; Jer. 
SAMUI Oe )NOdk 1251 PS) xlive ss 2, cc.) 

God also knows, and has always known, all that shall ever 
occur inthe future. (SeeIs. xiii: 9; Acts xv: 18.) Of this, all 
‘ God’s predictions likewise afford clear evidence. The particu- 
larity of God’s foreknowledge even of the most minute things, 
may be seen, well defended. Turrettin, Loc. 3, Qu. 12, § 4-6. 

Or, adopting another distribution, we may assert that God 

Wet geet knows all the possible and all the actual. It 
What? P*S*™ is His knowledge of the former, which is 
called by the scholastics sczentia stmplicts in- 
telligenti@. Its object is not that which God has determined to 
effectuate, (the knowledge of which is called “free” or sczentia 
vistonis ;) but that which His infinite intelligence sees might be 
effectuated, if He saw fit to will it. (The scholastics call it His 
knowledge of that which has essentia, but not esse.) That God 
has an infinite knowledge of possibles, other than those He pur- 
poses to actualize, no one can doubt, who considers the fecun- 
dity of this intelligence, as exhibited in His actual works. Can 
it be, that those works have exhausted all God’s conceptions ? 
Further: God’s wise selection of means and ends, implies that 
conceptions existed in the divine mind, other than those He has 
embodied in creation or act, from among which He chose. 

The Formalist Divines of the school of Wolff, (as repre- 
sented by Stapfer, Bulfinger, &c.,) make much 
of this.distinction between God’s knowledge 


Omniscience. 


Theodicea thence. 
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of the possible and the actual, to build a defence of God’s holi- 
ness and benevolence, in the permission of evil. Say they; 
Scientia simplicts intelligenti@, is not free in God. He isimpel- | 
led by a metaphysical necessity, to conceive of the possible 
according to truth. It is God’s conception which generates its 
essentia ; but about this, God exercises no voluntary, and there- 
fore, no moral act of His nature. God’s will is only concerned 
in bringing the thing out of fosse into esse. But the esse 
changes nothing in the essentza ; determines nothing about the 
quality of the thing actualized. Therefore God’s will is not 
morally responsible for any evil it produces. This pretended 
argument scarcely needs exposure. It is Realistic in its whole 
structure. ‘The plain answer is, that the thing or event only in 
posse, is non-existent, with all its evils. God’s will is certainly 
concerned in bringing it out of posse and esse. And unless God 
is bound by fate, His will therein is free. It is, however, perfect- 
ly correct, to say that the object of God’s free knowledge owes 
its futurition primarily to His will, Had He not purposed its 
production, it would never have been produced; for He is sove- 
reign first cause. Now, if He willed it, of course He foreknew it. 

This leads us to the oft mooted question: whether acts con- 

God knows all acts tingent, and especially those of rational free- 
of free agents with a agents, are objects of God’s sczentia vistonts, 
See isloui es or of a sctentia media. ‘This is said to have 
been first invented by the Jesuit Molina, in order to sustain 
their semi-Pelagian doctrine of a self-determining will, and of 
conditional election. By mediate foreknowledge, they mean a 
kind intermediate between God’s knowledge of the possible 
(for these acts are possessed of futurition), and the sczentia 
visionts: for they suppose the futurition and foreknowledge of 
it is not the result of God’s will, but of the contingent second 
cause. It is called mediate again: because they suppose God 
arrives at it, not directly by knowing His own purpose to effect 
it, but indirectly; by His infinite insight into the manner in 
which the contingent second cause will act, under given out- _ 
ward circumstances, forseen or produced by God. The existence 
of sucha species of knowledge the Calvinists deny zx toto. To 
clear the way for this discussion, I remark: 

First. That God has a perfect and universal foreknowledge 
of all the volitions of free-agents. The Scriptures expressly 
assert it...) (Ezeky xit. §./1s) kluiieeeee Pscx xine a) ae a oat 
XXU1 2.125: Jno. xxi +1854 1] nOMaby Zone poeses Me an iias 
equally implied in God’s attribute of heart-searching knowl- 
edge, which He claims for Himself. (Rev. ii: 23, e¢ passim.) 
It is altogether necessary to God’s knowledge and control of 
all the future into which any creature’s volition enters as a part 
of the immediate or remote causation. And this department 
of the future is so vast, so important in God’s government, that 
if He could not foreknow and control it, He would be one of 
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the most baffled, confused, and harassed of all beings; and 
His government one of perpetual uncertainties, failures, and 
partial expedients. Last: God's predictions of such. free acts 
of His creatures, and His including them in His decrees, in so 
many cases, show beyond dispute that He has some certain 
way to foreknow them. See every prophecy in Scripture where 
human or angelic acts enter. Where the prediction is positive, 
and proves true, the foreknowledge must have been certain. 
For these reasons, the impiety of early Socinians in denying 
God even a universal sczentia media, is to be utterly repudiated. 

In discussing the question whether God’s foreknowledge 
of future acts of free-agents is mediate in 
the sense defined, I would beg you to note, 
that the theological virus of the proposition, 
is in this point: That in such cases, the foreknowledge of the 
act precedes the purpose of God as to it. i. e., They say God 
purposes, because He forsees it, instead of saying with us, that 
He only forsees because He purposes to permit it. Against this 
point of the doctrine, Turrettin’s argument is just and conclusive. 
Of this the sum, abating His unnecessary distinctions, is: (a.) 
These acts are either possible, or future, so that it is impossible 
to withdraw them from one or the other of the two classes of 
God’s knowledge, His simple, or His actual. (b.) God cannot 
certainly foreknow an act, unless its futurition is certain. If 
His foreknowing it made it certain, then His knowledge 
involves foreordination. If the connection with the second 
cause producing it made it certain, then it does not belong at 
all to the class of contingent events! And the causative con- 
nection being certain, when God foreordained the existence of 
the second cause, He equally ordained that of the effect. But 
there are but the two sources, from which the certainty of its 
futurition could have come. (c.) The doctrine would make 
God’s knowledge and power dependent on contingent acts of 
His creatures; thus violating God’s perfections and sovereignty. 
(d.) God’s election of men would have to be in every case 
conditioned on His foresight of their conduct, (what semi- 
Pelagians are seeking here.) But in one case at, least, it is 
unconditioned ; that of His election of sinners to redemption. 
(Rom. ix: 16, &c.) 

But ina metaphysical point of view, I cannot but think 
that Turrettin has made unnecessary and 
erroneous concessions. The future acts of 
free agents fall under the class of contingent 
effects: i. e., as Turrettin concedes the definition, of effects 
such that the cause being in existence, the effect may, or may 
not follow.* (He adopts this, to sustain his scholastic doctrine 
of immediate physical concursus: of which more, when we 


No Scientia Media. 
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To God nothing is 
contingent. 


* For instance: the dice box being shaken and inverted, the dice may, or may 
not fall with their first faces uppermost 
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treat the doctrine of Providence.) But let me ask: Has this 
distinction of contingent. effects any place at all, in God’s 
mind? Is it not a distinction relevant only to our ignorance? 
An effect is, in some cases, to us contingent; because our par- 
tial blindness prevents our foreseeing precisely what are the 
present concurring causes, promoting, or preventing, or whether 
the things supposed to be, are real causes, under the given cir- 
cumstances. I assert that wherever the causative tie exists at 
all, its connections with its effect is certain, (metaphysically 
necessary.) If not, it is no true cause at all. There is, there- 
fore, to God, no such thing, in strictness -of speech, as a 
contingent effect. The contingency, (in popular phrase, uncer- 
tainty,) pertains not to the question whether the adequate cause 
will act certainly, if present; but whether it is certainly present. 
To God, therefore, whose knowledge is perfect, there is literally 
no such thing as a contingent effect. And this is true concern- 
ing the acts of free-agents, emphatically; they are effects. 
Their second cause is the agent’s own desires as acting upon 
the objective inducements presented by Providence; the caus- 
ative connection is certain, in many cases, to our view; in all 
cases to God’s. Is not this the very doctrine of Turrettin 
himself, concerning the will? The acts of free agents, then, 
arise through second causes. 

The true statement of the matter, then, should be this: 
The objects of God’s sczentia vtsionts, or free 
knowledge, fall into two great classes: (a.) 
Those which God effectuates per se, without 
any second cause. (b.) Those which He effectuates through 
their natural second causes. Of the latter, many are physical 
——e, g., the rearing of vegetables through seeds; and to the 
latter belong all natural volitions of free agents, caused by the 
subjective dispositions of their nature, acting on the objective — 
circumstances of their providential position. Now inall effects 
which God produces through second causes, His foreknowl- 
edge, involving as it does, a fore-ordination, is in a certain 
sense relative. That is, it embraces those second causes, as 
means, as well as the effects ordained through them. (And 
thus it is that “the liberty or contingency of second causes is 
not taken away, but rather established.) Further, the fore- 
knowledge which purposes to produce a certain effect by means 
of a given second cause, must, of course, include a thorough 
knowledge of the nature and power of the cause. That that 
cause derived that nature from another part or act of God’s 
purpose, surely is no obstacle to this. Here, then, isa proper 
sense, in which it may be said that God’s foresight of a given 
effect is relative—i. e., through His knowledge of the nature 
and power and presence of its natural, or second cause. May 
not relative knowledge be intuitive and positive? Several of 
our axioms are truths of relation. Yet, it by no means fol- 
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lows, therefore, as the semi-Pelagian would wish, that such a 
foreknowledge is antecedent to God’s preordination concerning 
it. Because God, in foreordaining the presence and action of 
the natural cause, according to His knowledge of its nature, 
does also efficaciously foreordain the effect. 

When, therefore, it is said that God’s foreknowledge of the 
volitions of free-agents is relative in this 
sense; i. e., through His infinite insight into 
the way their dispositions will naturally act 
under given circumstances, placed around them by His inten- 
tional providence, the Calvinist should by no means flout it; but 
accept, under proper limitations. But the term mediate is not 
accurate, to express this orthodox sense; because it seems to 
imply derivation subsequent, in the part of God’s cognition 
said to be mediated, from the independent will of the creature. 
The Calvinist is the very man to accept this view of a relative 
foreknowledge with consistency. For, on the theory of the 
semi-Pelagian, such a foreknowledge by insight is impossible ; 
volitions being uncaused, according tothem; but on our theory, 
it is perfectly reasonable, volitions, according to us, being cer- 
tain, or necessary effects of dispositions. And I repeat, we 
need not feel any hyper-orthodox fear that this view will 
infringe the perfection of God’s knowledge, or sovereignty, in 
His foresight of the free acts of His creatures; it is the very 
way to establish them, and yet leave the creature responsible. 
For if God is able to foresee that the causative connection, 
between the second cause and its effect, is certain; then, in 
decreeing the presence of the cause and the proper external 
conditions of its action, He also decrees the occurrence of the 
effect. And, that volitions are not contingent, but certain 
effects, is the very thing the Calvinist must contend for, if he 
would be consistent. The history of this controversy on scientia 
media presents another instance of the rule; that usually mis- 
chievous errors have in them a certain modicum of valuable 

truth. Without this, they would not have strength in them to 
~ run, and do mischief. 

We should apprehend no real distinction between God’s 

2. God’s will ang Will and His power; because in our spirits, to 
poweromnipotentover will is identical with the putting forth of 
tree agents also. power; and because Scripture represents all 
God’s working as being done by a simple volition. Ps. xxxiii: 
9; Gen. i: 3. That God is a free and voluntary being, we in- 
ferred plainly from the selection of contrivances to produce His 
ends, and of ends to be produced; for these selections are acts 
of choice. He is Universal Cause, and Spirit. What is volition 
but a spirit’s causation? Of His vast power, the works of cre- 
ation and providence are sufficient, standing proofs. And the 
successive displays brought to, our knowledge have been so nu- 
merous and vast, that there seems to reason herself every prob- 
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ability His power is infinite. There must be an inexhaustible 
reserve, where so much is continually put forth. Finally, were 
He not omnipotent, He would not be very God. The being, who- 
ever it is, which defies His power would be Hisrival. The Scrip- 
tures also repeatedly assert His omnipotence. See Gen. xvii: 
ny Rev, bo Spyjers: xxviic? 175 Matte) sim ye6 7 aie ee 
Rev. xix: 6; Matt. vi: 13. They say with equal emphasis, 
that God exercises full sovereignty over free agents, securing 
the performance by them, and upon them, of all that He pleases, 
yet consistently with their freedom and responsibility. Dan. iv: 
363 Prove xxii a5 «Ps: dixxvei ros Pie nie oan Nomraecer es 
Eph. 1; 11, &c. The same truth is evinced by every prediction 
in which God has positively foretold what free agents should do; 
for had He not some way of securing the result, He would not 
have predicted it Br tees Here may be cited the histories ve 
Pharaoh. Exod. 21/0 wi »aeeot \foseph? Gen nce 16% 

the Assyrian os is mae 57: of Gyrus iste seater Hh 
Acts ii: 23, &c., &c. It is objected by those of Pelagian ten- 
dencies, that some such instances of control do not prove that 
God has universal sovereignty over all free agents; for they 
may be lucky instances, in which God managed to cause them 
to carry out. His will by some expedient. To say nothing of 
the texts quoted above, it may be answered, that these cases, 
with others that might be quoted, are too numerous, too remote, 
and too strong, tobe thus accounted for. Further, if God could 
control one, He can anofher; there being no different powers 
to overcome; and there will hardly bé a prouder or more stub- 
born case than that of Pharaoh or Nebuchadnezzar. A parallel 
answer may be made to the evasion from the argument for God’s 
foreknowledge of man’s volitions, from His predictions of them. 
Once more: if God is not sovereign over free agents, He is of 
course not sovereign over any events dependent on the volitions 
of free agents, either simultaneous or previous. But those events 
make up a vast multitude, and include all the affairs of Goe’s 
Government which most interest us and concern His providence. 
If He has not this power, He is, indeed, a poor dependence for 
the Christian, and prayer for His protection is little worth. The 
familiar objection will, of course, be suggested, that if God gov- 
erns men sovereignly, then they are not free agents. The dis- 
cussion of it will be postponed till we treat of Providence. 
Enough meantime, to say, that we have indubitable evidence of 
both; of the one from consciousness, of the other from Scrip- 
ture and reason. Yet, that these agents were responsible and 
guilty, see Is..x:a2;\ Acts is casey Dheirgreconciliation may 
transcend, but does not violate reason—witness the fact that 
man may often influence his fellow-man so decisively as to 
be able to count on it, and yet that act be free, and re- 
sponsible. 


We have seen (Natural Theology) that God’s omnipotence 
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is not to be understood, notwithstanding the 

ao mmipotence does not emphatic assertions of Scripture, that all 
o self-contradictions. : : 4 : 

things are possible with Him, as.a power to 
do contradictions. It has also been usually said by Theo- 
logians that God’s wil! is limited, not only by the necessary con- 
tradiction, but by His own perfections. The meaning is cor- 
rect; the phrase is incorrect. God’s will is not limited; for 
those perfections as much ensure that He will never wish, as that 
He will never do, those incompatible things. He does abso- 
lutely all that He wills. But thus explained, the qualification is 
fvltyiisustined by Scripture 2) Tim. ing; Tit. 15\25°Heb. 
Vii) 1S 42 Jase P21 3. 

I have argued that God’s will is absolutely executed over 
all free agents; and yet Scripture is full of 
declarations that sinful men and devils dis- 
obey His will! There must be, therefore, a 
distinction between His secret and revealed, His decretive and 
preceptive will. All God’s will must be, in reality, a single, eter- 
nal, immutable act. The distinction, therefore, is one necessi- 
tated by our limitation of understanding, and relates only to the 

‘manifestation of the parts of this will to the creature. By 
God’s decretive will, we mean that will by which He fore- 
ordains whatever comes to pass. By His preceptive, that by 
which He enjoins on creatures what is right and proper for them 
to do. The decretive we also call His secret will: because it is 
for the most part (except as disclosed in some predictions and 
the effectuation) retained in His own breast. His preceptive we 
call His revealed will, because it is published to man for his 
guidance. Although this distinction is beset with plausible 
quibbles, yet every man is impelled to make it; for otherwise, 
either alternative is odious and absurd. Say that God has no 
secret decretive will, and He wishes just what He commands 
and nothing more, and we represent Him as a Being whose desires 
are perpetually crossed and baffled: yea, trampled on; the 
most harassed, embarrassed, and impotent Being in the uni- 
verse. Deny the other part of our distinction, and you repre- 
sent God as acquiescing in all the iniquities done on earth and 
in hell. Again, Scripture clearly establishes the distinction. 
Witness all the texts already quoted to show that God’s sove- 
reignty overrules all the acts of men to His purposes. Add. 
i Omexs: 3 3 to end: Prov... xvir4," See also Deut: xxix ; 20. 
Special cases are also presented, (the most emphatic possible,) 
in which God’s decretive will differed from His preceptive 
will, as to the same individuals. See Exodus iv: 21-23; 
Ezekiel iii: 7, with xviii: 31. These authentic cases offer an 
impregnable bulwark against Arminian objections;,and prove 
that it is not Calvinism, but Inspiration, which teaches the 
distinction. 

The objections are, that this distinction represents God as 

it* 
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either insincere in His precepts to His crea- 
tures, or else, as having His own volitions at 
war among themselves: and that, by making His secret will de- 
cretive of sinful acts as well as holy, we represent Him as un- 
holy. The seeming inconsistency is removed by these consider- 
ations. ‘‘God’s preceptive will.” In this phrase, the word will 
is used in a different sense. For, in fact, while God wills the 
utterance of the precepts, the acts enjoined are not objects of. 
God’s volition, save in the cases where they are actually em- 
braced in His decretive will. All the purposes which God 
carries out by permitting and overruling the evil acts of His 
creatures, are infinitely holy and proper for Him to carry out. 
It may be right for Him to permit what it would be wrong for 
us to do, and therefore wrong for Him to command us to do. 
Not only is it righteous and proper for an infinite Sovereign to 
withhold from His creatures, in their folly, a part of His in- 
finite and wise designs; but it is absolutely unavoidable; for 
their minds being finite, it is impossible to make them compre- 
hend God’s infinite plan. Seeing, then, that He could not give 
them His whole immense design as the rule of their conduct, 
what rule was it most worthy of His goodness and holiness to’ 
reveal? Evidently, the moral law, requiring of them what is 
righteous and good for them. There is no insincerity in God’s 
giving this law, although He may, ina part of the cases, secretly 
determine not to give unmerited grace to constrain men to keep 
it. kemember, also, that if even in these cases men would keep 
it, God would not fail to reward them according to His promise. 
But God, foreknowing that they would freely choose not to keep 
it, for wise reasons determines to leave them to their perverse 
choice, and overrule it to His holy designs. I freely admit that 
the divine nature is inscrutable; and that mystery must always 
attach to.the divine purposes. But there isa just sense in which 
a wise and righteous man might say, that he sincerely wished a 
given subject of his-would not transgress, and yet that, foresee- 
ing his perversity, he fully purposed to permit it, and carry out 
his purposes thereby. Shall not the same thing be possible for 
God in a higher sense? | . 
There is a sense in which some parts of God’s will may be 
said to be antecedent to, and some parts con- 
sequent to His foresight of man’s acts—i. e., 
/ as our finite minds are compelled to conceive 
them. Thus: although God’s will acts by one, eternal, com- 
prehensive, simultaneous act, we cannot conceive of His deter- 
mination to permit man’s fall, except as a consequence of His 
prior purpose to create man; (because if none were created, 
there would be none to fall;) and of His decree to give a Re- 
deemer, as consequent on His foresight of the fall.. But the 
Arminian Scholastics have perverted this simple distinction thus, 
making the antecedent act of God's will precede the view had 
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by God of the creature’s action ; and the consequent, following 
upon, and produced by that foresight; e. g., the purpose to 
create man was antecedent, to punish his sin consequent. I 
object, that this notion really violates the unity and eternity of 
God’s volition. .2d. It derogates from the independence of 
God’s will, making it determined by, instead of determining, the 
creature’s conduct. 3d. It overlooks the fact that all the parts 
of the chain, the means as well as the end, the second causes as 
well as consequences, are equally and as early determined by, 
and embraced in, God’s comprehensive plan. As to a sequence 
and dependency between the parts of God’s decree, the truth, 
so far as man’s mind is capable of comprehending, seems to be 
this: That the decree is in fact one, in God’s mind, and has no 
succession; but we being incapable of apprehending it save by 
parts, are compelled to conceive God, as having regard in one 
part of His eternal plan to a state of facts destined by Him to 
proceed out of ‘another part of it, This remark will have no 
little importance when we come to view supralapsarianism. 
God’s purposes are all independent of any condition 
external to Himself in this sense; that they 
are not caused by anything ad extra. The 
things decreed may be conditioned on other parts of His own 
purpose, in that they embrace means necessary to ends, While 
the purposes have no cause outside of God, they doubtless all 
have wise and sufficient reasons, known to God. 
Some, even of Calvinists, have seemed to find this question 
Poa hae een ed intricate, if we may judge by their 
fterrale of Hght? ferences. Let us discriminate clearly then ; 
that by God’s will here we mean his volition 
in the specific sense, and not will in the comprehensive sense of 
the whole conative powers. The question is perspicuously 
stated in this form. Are the precepts right merely because 
God commands, or does He command, because they are in 
themselves right? The latter is the true answer. Let it be 
understood again; that God’s precepts are, for us, an actual, a 
perfect, and a supreme rule of right. No Christian disputes 
this. For God’s moral title as our Maker, Owner and Redeem- 
er, with the perfect holiness of His nature, makes it unquestiona- 
ble, that our rectitude is always in being and doing just what 
He requires. Let it be understoood again; that in denying that 
God’s volitionto command is the mere and sole first source of 
right, we do not dream of any superior personal will, earlier than 
God’s and more authoritative than His, instructing and compel- 
ling Him to command right. Of course, we repeat, no one 
holds this; God is the first, being the eternal author- 
ity, and He is absolutely supreme. Does one ask: where, 
then, did this moral distinction inhere and abide, before 
God had given any expression to it, in time, in any leg- 
islative acts? The answer is: In the eternal principles of His 
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moral essence, which, like His physical, is self-existent and 
eternally necessary. 

Having cleared the ground, I support my answer thus: 
Ist. God has an eternal and inalienable moral 
claim over His moral creatures, not arising 
out of any legislative act of His, but immediately out of the 
relation of creature to Creator, and possession to its absolute 
Owner. For instance: elect angels owed love and honor to 
God, before He entered into any covenant of works with them. 
This right is as unavoidable and indestructible as the very 
relation of Creator and rational creature. This moral depen- 
dence is as original as the natural dependence of being. 
Hence, it is indisputable that there is a moral title more original 
than any preceptive act of God’s will. 2d. We cannot but 
think that these axioms of ethical principle are as true of God’s 
rectitude as of man’s: (a) That God’s moral volitions are not 
uncaused, but have their (subjective) motives. (b) That the 
morality of the volitions is the morality of their intentions. We 
must meet the question there, as to God, just as to any rational 
agent. What is the regulative cause of those right volitions? 
There is no other answer but this: God’s eternally holy 
dispositions; His necessary moral perfections. Now, then, 
if'ra given “precept ‘of “God'* is right,” “His actor wi 
in legislating it must be right, and must have its moral 
quality. If this act of divine will is such, it must be 
because its subjective motives have right moral quality. 
Thus we are, per force, led to recognize moral qualities in 
something logically prior to the preceptive will of God, viz: in 
His own moral perfections. 3d. Otherwise, this result must 
follow, which is an outrage to the practical reason: That God’s 
preceptive will might, conceivably, have been the reverse of 
what it is, and then the vilest things would have been right, and 
holiest things vile. 4th. There would be no ground for the 
distinction between the “ perpetual moral’ and the “temporary 
positive” command. All would be merely positive. But 
again : the practical reason cannot but see a difference between 
the prohibition of lying, and the prohibition of eating bacon! 
5th. No argument could be constructed for the necessity of 
satisfaction for guilt, in order to righteous pardon; so that (as 
will be seen) our theory of redemption would be reduced to the 
level of Socinian error. And, last, God’s sovereignty would 
not be moral. His “might would make His right.” 


Proofs. 


LECTURE XV. 
GOD'S MORAL ATTRIBUTES. - 


SYLLABUS. 


I. Define and prove from Scripture God’s absolute and relative, His distributive 

and punitive justice. 
Turrettin, Loc. ili, Qu. 19. Dick, Lect. 25. Ridgeley, Body of Divinity, Qu. 
7, p. 164.. Watson’s Theol. Institutes, pt. ii, ch. 7, 3, (1.) Chr. Knapp, 2 


30), 31. 
2. What is God’s goodness? What the relation of it to His love, His grace and 
His mercy? What Scriptural proof that He possesses these attributes ? 
Turrettin, Loc. iil, Qu. 20. Dick, Lect. 24. Ridgeley, Qu. 7, p. 168, &c. 
Charnock, Disc. xii, 3 2, 3, (pp. 255 to 287.) Watson’s Theol. Inst., pt. ii, ch. 
6. Knapp, ¢ 28, 2. 

3. Define and prove God’s truth and faithfulness, and defend from objections. 
Dick, Lect. 26. Ridgeley, Qu. 7, p. 186, &c. Watson’s Theol. Inst. pt. ii, 
chs.7; (2; 

4. What is He holiness of God? Prove it. 
roe Lect. 27. Charnock, Disc. xi, 3.1, (pp. 135-144.) Ridgeley, Qu. 7, p. 
160, &c. 

5. Prove God’s infinitude. 

Turrettin, Loc ili, Qu. 8, 9. Thornwell, Vol. i, Lect. 4. 


W E have now reached that which is the most glorious, and 

at the same time, the most important class of God’s 
attributes; those which qualify Him as an 
infinitely perfect moral Being. These are 
the attributes which regulate His will, and 
are, therefore, so to speak, His practical perfections. Without 
these, His infinite presence, power, and wisdom would be 
rather objects of terror and fear, than of love and trust. 
Indeed, it is impossible to conceive how the horror of a rational 
being could be more thoroughly awakened, than by the idea of 
wicked omnipotence wielding all possible powers for the ruin 
or promotion of our dearest interests, yet uncontrolled alike by 
created force, and by moral restraints. The forlorn despair of 
the wretch who is left alone in the solitude of the ocean, to 
buffet its innumerable waves, would be a faint shadow of that 
which would settle over a universe in the hands of such a God. 
But blessed be His name, He is declared, by His works and 
word, to be a God of complete moral perfections. And this is 
the ground .on which the Scriptures base their most frequent 
and stronvest claims to the praise and love of His creatures. 
His power, His knowledge, His wisdom, His immutability are 
glorious; but the glory and loveliness of His moral attributes 
excelleth, 

- God's distinct moral attributes may be counted as three — 
His justice, His goodness, and His truth — 
these three concurring in His consummate 
moral attribute, holiness. 


Moral attributes 
God’s chief glory. 


Enumeration. 
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God’s absolute justice is technically defined by theologians 
as the general rectitude of character, intrinsic 
in His own will. His relative justice is the 
_ acting out of that rectitude towards His creatures. His distrib- 
utive justice is the quality more precisely indicated when we 
call Him a just God, which prompts Him to give to every one 
his due. His punitive justice is that phase of His distributive 
justice which prompts Him always to allot its due punishment 
to sin. No Christian theologian denies to God the quality of 


I. Justice defined. 


absolute justice, nor of a relative, as far as His general dealings ~ 


with His creatures go. We have seen that even reason infers 
it clearly from the authority of conscience in man; from the 
instinctive pleasure accompanying well-doing, and pain attached 
to ill-doing ; from the general tendency which God’s providence 
has established, by which virtue usually promotes individual and 
social well-being, and vice destroys them; and from many 
providential retributions where crimes are made to become 
their own avengers. And Scripture declares His rectitude in 
too many places and forms, to be disputed. e. g., Ps. Ixxi: 15; 
Ezraix:1s§; Ps. xix:9; cxiviaz: Rew, xvingenec, oc pe 
IkxRIX? 145° Habe ir. Ste 
It is upon the’ punitive justice of God that the difference 
Is God’s punitive arises. As the establishing of this will estab- 
justice essential? Dif- lish a fortiori, the general. righteousness of 
giant ies God’s dealings, we shall continue the discus- 
sion on this point. The Socinians deny that retributive justice 
is an essential or an immutable attribute of God. They do 
not, indeed, deny that God punishes sin; nor that it would be 
right for Him to do so in all cases, if He willed it; but they deny 
that there is.anything in His perfections to ensure His always 
willing it, as to every sin. Instead of believing that God’s 
righteous character impels lim unchangeably to show His dis- 
pleasure against sin in this way, they hold that, in those cases 
where He wills to punish it, He does it merely for the sinner’s 


a 


. “ * 4 a 
reformation, or the good of His government. The new school \ 


of divines also hold that while God’s purpose to punish sin is 
uniform and unchangeable, it is only that this form of preven- 
tion against the mischiefs of sin may be diligently employed, 
for the good of the universe. They hold that His law is not 
the expression of His essence, but the invention of His wisdom. 
Both these opinions have this in common; that they resolve 
God's justice into benevolence, or utility. The principle will 
be more thoroughly discussed by me in the Senior Course, in 
connection with the satisfaction of Christ. I only remark here, 
that such an account of the divine attribute of justice ‘is 
attended by all the absurdities which lie against the Utilitarian 
system of morals among men; and by others. It is opposed 


to God’s independence, making the creature His end, instead a 


of Himself, and the carrying out of His own perfections. It 
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violates our conscience, which teaches us that to inflict judicial 
suffering on one innocent, for the sake of utility, would be 
heinous wrong, and that there is in all sin an inherent desert of 
punishment for its own sake. It resolves righteousness into 
mere prudence, and right into advantage. 

Now Calvinists hold that God is immutably determined by 
His own eternal and essential justice, to 
visit every sin with punishment according to 
its desert. Not indeed that He is constrained, or His free- 
agency is bound herein; for He is immutably impelled by noth- 
ing but, His own perfection. Nor do they suppose that the 
unchangeableness is a blind physical necessity, operating under 
all circumstances, like gravitation, with a mechanical regularity. 
It is the perfectly regular operation of a rational perfection, co- 
existing with His other attributes of mercy, wisdom, &c., and 
therefore modifying itself according to its object; as much 
approving, yea, demanding, the pardon of the penitent and 
believing sinner, for whose sins penal satisfaction is made and 
applied, as, before, it demanded his punishment. In this sense, 
then: that God’s retributive justice is not a mere expedient of 
benevolent utility, but a distinct essential attribute, I argue, by 
the following scriptural proofs: 

(a.) Those Scriptures where God is declared to be a just 
and inflexible judge. Exod. xxxiv: 7; Ps. 
Ma hen eWhi eee PS) Koi: 23ehhy 6s 11g, 
tog oe Peo cw t ase Src, , 

(b.) Those Scriptures where God is declared to hate sin. 
ae oh ev ite Pio S oy A OY owe 7s Deut. in 243. Provexi: 
20; Jer. xliv: 4; Is. lxi: 8. If the Socinian, or the New Eng- 
land view were correct, God could not be said to hate sin, but 
only the consequences of it. Now, God has no passions. 
Drop the human dress, in which this principle is stated; and 
the least we can make of this fixed hatred of God to sin, is a 
fixed purpose in Him to treat it as hateful. 

(c.) From God’s moral law, which is the transcript of His 
own essential perfections. Of this law, the 
penal sanction is always an essential part. 
Seceony 215 > Gal. iii: rz; Romuve 12; Ex. xx: 7. 

This fixed opposition to sin is necessary to a pure Being. 
Moral good and evil are the two poles, to which the magnet, 
rectitude, acts. The same force which makes one pole attract 
the magnet, makes the other pole repel it. The Northern end 
of the needle can only seek the North pole, as it repels the 
Southern. Since sin and holiness in the creature are similar 
opposites, that moral action by which the right conscience 
approves the one, is the counterpart of its opposition to the 
other. It is as preposterous to claim that God’s approval of 
right is essential to His perfection, but His disapproval of 
wrong, is not; as to tell us of a magnet which infallibly turned 


Affirmative view. 


Proved by Scripture. 


By the Law. 


‘168 SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


its one end to the North star, but did not certainly turn its 
opposite end to the Southern pole. Socinians, like all other 
legalists, claim that God’s approval of good works is essential 
in Him. It should be added, that this essential opposition to 
sin, if it exists in God, must needs show itself in regular penal 
acts: because He is sovereign and almighty ; and Heis Supreme 
Ruler. If He did not treat sin as obnoxious, His regimen 
would tend to confound moral distinction. To all this corres- 
ponds the usual picture of God’s justice in Scripture, as Rom. 
2: 6-11; Prov. xvii: 15. 

The ceremonial law equally proves it: for the great object 
of all the bloody sacrifices was to hold forth the great theologi- 
cal truth that there is no pardon of the sinner, without the 
punishment of the sin in a substitute, Heb. ix : 22. 

(d.) The death of Christ, a sinless being who had no guilt 
of His own for which to atone. We are told 
that “ our sins were laid upon” Christ; that 
‘““He was made sin,” that “ He suffered the just for the unjust,” 
“that God might be just, and yet the justifier of the ungodly ;” 
that “the chastisement of our peace was upon Him,” &c. Is. 
lili: 5-11; Rom. iii: 24-26; Gal. iii: 13, 14; Ist. Pet. iii: 18,&c. 
Now, if Christ only suffered to make a governmental display of 
the mischievous consequences of sin, then sin itself was not 
punished in Him, and all the sins of the pardoned remain forever 
unpunished, in express contradiction to these Scriptures. 
Moreover, the transaction at Calvary, instead of being a sub- 
lime exhibition of God’s righteousness, was only an immoral 
farce. And last: not only is God not immutably just, but He 
is capable of being positively unjust: in that the only innocent 
man since Adam was made to suffer most of all men! 

The particular phase of the argument from God’s rectoral 
_ Objection, that Mag- justice, or moral relations to the rational 
istrates Pardon. An- universe as its Ruler, will be considered more 
ae appropriately when we come to the doctrine 
of satisfaction; as also, Socinian objections. One of these, 
however, has been raised, and is so obvious, that it must be 
briefly noted here. It is that the righteousness of magistrates, 
parents, masters and teachers, is not incompatible with some 
relaxations Of punitive justice; why then, should that of our 
Heavenly Father be so, who is infinitely benevolent ; who is 
the God of love? The answer is: that God’s government 
differs from theirs in three particulars. , They are not the 
appointed, supreme retributors of crime (Rom. xii: 19), and 
their punishments, while founded on retributive justice, are not 
chiefly guided by this motive, but by the policy of repressing 
sin and promoting order. Second: they are not immutable, 
either in fact or profession; so that when they change their 
threats into pardons without satisfaction to the threatening, 
their natures are not necessarily dishonored. Third: they 


By Christ’s Death. 
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“are not omniscient, to know all the motives of the offender, and 
all the evidences of guilt in doubtful cases, so as to be able 
exactly to graduate the degree and certainty of guilt. These 
three differences being allowed for it, it would be as improper 
for.2an to pardon without satisfaction, as God. 

God’ s goodness is, to creatures, one of His loveliest 
attributes ; because it is from this that all the 
happiness which all enjoy flows, as water 
from a spring. ‘Goodness is the generic 
attribute of which the love of benevolence, grace, pity, mercy, 
forgiveness, are but specific actings, distinguished by the atti- 
tude of their objects, rather than by the intrinsic principle. 
Goodness is God’s infinite will to dispense well-being, in accord- 
ance with His other attributes of wisdom, righteousness, &c., 
and on all orders of His creatures according to their natures 
and rights. Love is God’s active (but passionless) affection, by 
which He delights in His creatures, and in their well-being, and 
delights consequently in .conferring it. It is usually distin- 
guished into love of complacency, and love of benevolence. The 
former is a moral emotion, (though in God passionless), being 
His holy delight in holy qualities in His creatures, co-operating 
with His simple goodness to them as creatures. The latter is but 
His goodness manifesting itself, actively. The first loves the 

holy being on account of his excellence. The second loves the 
* sinner in spite of his wickedness. When the student contrasts 
such texts as. Ps. vii: 11.; Rom. v: 8, he sees that this dis- 
tinction must be made. Grace is the exercise of goodness 
where it is undeserved, as in bestowing assured eternal blessed- 
ness on the elect angels, and redemption on hell-deserving man. 
And because all spiritual and holy qualities in saints are 
bestowed by God, without desert on their part, they are called 
also, their graces, yastovata. Pity, or simple compassion, is 
goodness going forth towards a suffering object, and prompting, 
of course, to the removal of suffering. Mercy i is pity towards 
one suffering for guilt. But as all the suffering of God’s rational 
creatures is for guilt, His compassion to them is always mercy. 
All mercy is also grace; but all grace is not mercy. 
‘Many theologians (of the Socinian, New England and” 
Are all the moral Universalists schools) overstrain God’s good- 
attributes only phases ness, by representing it as His one, universally 
rob badness t prevalent moral attribute ; in such sense that 
His justice is but a punitive policy dictated by goodness, His 
truth but a politic dictate of His benevolence, &c. Their chief 
reliance for support of this view is on the supposed contrariety 
of goodness and retributive justice ; and on such passages as: 
“God is love,’ &c. To the last, the answer is plain: if an 
exclusive sense must be forced upon such a text, as makes it 
mean that God has no quality but benevolence, then, when 
Paul and Moses say: ‘‘ Our God is a consuming fire,” we should 


2, God’s Benevo- 
lence, &c. 
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be taught that He has no quality but justice; and when another 
says: “ God is light,” that He is nothing but simple intelligence, 
without will or character. The interpretation of all must be 
consistent infer se. The supposed incompatibility of goodness 
and justice, we utterly deny. They are two phases, or aspects, 
of the same perfect character. . God is not good to a certain 
extent, and then just, for the rest of the way, as it were by 
patches; but infinitely good and just at once, in all His character 
and in all His dealings. He would not be truly good if He were 
not just. The evidence is this very connection between holiness 
and happiness, so intimate as to give pretext for the confusion 
of virtue and benevolence among moralists. God's wise good- 
ness, so ineffably harmonized by His own wisdom and holiness, 
would of itself prompt Him to be divinely just; and His justness, 
while it does not necessitate, approves His divine goodness. 
The rational proofs of God’s goodness have been already 
peer ~ presented, drawn from the structure of man’s 
Fi i UI ° sensitive, social and moral nature, and from 
the adaptations of the material world thereto. 
(See Natural Theology. Lecture 4.) To this I might add, that 
the very act of constructing such a creation, where sentient 
beings are provided, in their several orders, with their respec- 
tive natural good, bespeaks God a benevolent Being. For, being 
sufficient unto Himself, it must have been His desire to com- 
municate His own blessedness, which prompted Him to create ~ 
these recipients of it. Does any one object, that we say He 
made all for His own glory; and, therefore, His motive was 
selfish, and not benevolent? I rejoin; What must be the 
attributes of that Being, who thus considers His own glory as 
most appropriately illustrated in bestowing enjoyment? The 
fact that God makes beneficence His glory, proves Him, in the 
most intrinsic and noble sense,benevolent. 
When we approach Scripture, we find goodness, in all its 


several phases, profusely asserted of God. Ps. cxlv: 8,9; Ist | 


Jno. iv: 8; Ex. xxxiv:6; Fs. xxxiii: 5; lii: 1; cii:8; xi: 17; 
Ps. cxxxvi; Jas.v:11; 2d. Peter, iii: 15, &c. 

But the crowning proof which the Scriptures present. of 
God’s goodness, is the redemption of sinners. 
Rom. v: 8; Jno. iii: 16; Ist. Jno. ii: 1; Ww: 
10. The enhancements of this amazing display 
are, first: that man’s misery was so entirely self-procured, and” 
the sin which procured it so unspeakably abominable to God’s 
infinite holiness; second: that the misery from which He 
delivers is so immense and terrible, while the blessedness He 
confers is so complete, exalted and everlasting; third: that 
ruined man was to Him so entirely unimportant and unneces- 
sary, and moreover, so trivial and littlke when compared with 


Crowning proof from 
Redemption. 


God; fourth: that our continued attitude towards Him — 


throughout all this plan of mercy is one of aggravating unthank- 
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fulness, enmity and rebellion, upto our conversion ; fifth: that God 
should have given such a price for such a wretched and hateful 
object, as the humiliation of His own Son, and the condescend- 
ing work of the Holy Ghost; and last: that He should have 
exerted the highest wisdom known to man in any of the divine 
counsels, and the noblest energies of divine power, to reconcile 
His truth and justice with His goodness in man’s redemption. 
Each of these features has-been justly made the subject of 
eloquent illustration. In this argument is the inexhaustible 
proof for God’s goodness. The work of redemption reveals 
a love, compassion, condescension, so strong, that nothing short 
of eternity will suffice to comprehend it. 

The great standing difficulty concerning the divine good- 
ness has been already briefly considered, in Lect. v, § iv. 
God’s truth may be said to be an attribute which charac- 
terizes all God’s other moral attributes, and 
a God's Truth, and His intellectual. The word truth is sosimple 
aithfulness, : 
as to be, perhaps, undefinable. It may be 
said to be that which is agreeable to reality of things. God's 
knowledge is perfectly true; being exactly correspondent with 
the reality of the objects thereof. His wisdom is true; being 
unbiased by error of knowledge, prejudice, or passion. His 
justice is true; judging and acting always according to the real 
state of character and facts. His goodness is true; being per- 
fectly sincere, and its outgoings exactly according to His own 
perfect knowledge of the real state of its objects, and His jus- 
tice. But in a more special sense, God’s truth is the attribute 
which characterizes all His communications to His creatures. 
When those communications are promissory, or minatory, it is 
called His faithfulness. This attribute has been manifested 
through two ways, to man; the testimony of our senses and in- 
telligent faculties, and the testimony of Revelation. If our con- 
fidence in God's truth were undermined, the effect would be 
universally ruinous, Not only would Scripture with all its doc- 
trines, promises, threatenings, precepts, and predictions, become 
worthless, but the basis of all confidence in our own faculties 
would be undermined; and universal skepticism would arrest 
all action. Man could neither believe his fellow-man, nor his 
own experience, nor senses, nor reason, nor conscience, nor con- 
sciousness, if he could not believe his God. 
The evidences of God's truth and truthfulness are two-fold. 
We find that He deals truly in the infor- 
mations which He has ordained our own 
senses and faculties to give us, whenever they 
are legitimately used. The grounds upon which we believe 
them have been briefly reviewed in my remarks upon meta- 
physical skepticism. God has so formed our minds that we 
cannot but take for granted the legitimate informations of our 
senses, consciousness, and intuitions. But this unavoidable trust 


Evidences of it, from 
Reason. 
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is abundantly confirmed by subsequent experiences. The testi- 
monies of one sense, for instance, are always confirmed by those 
of the others, when they are applied; e. g., when the eye tells 
us a given object is present, the touch, if applied, confirms it. 
The expectations raised by our intuitive reason, as e. g., that 
like causes will produce like effects, are always verified by the 
occurrence of the expected phenomena. Thus a continual pro- 
cess is going on, like the “ proving” of a result in arithmetic. 
Either the seemingly true informations of our senses are really 
true, or the harmonious coherency of the set of errors which 
they assert is perfectly miraculous. 

The second class of proofs is that of Scripture. Truth and 
faithfulness are often predicated of God in 
the most unqualified terms. 2 Cor. i: 18; 
Reve. ili 75 vigil} xvi 3oixvi Re Dewhiavitlae® ee ee 
Ben catusis) 2: 

All the statements and doctrines of Scripture, so far as 
they come within the scope of man’s consciousness and intui- 
tions, are seen to be infallibly true; as, for instance, that “the 
carnal mind is enmity against God;” that we “ goastray as soon 
as we be born, speaking lies,’ &c., &c. Again, Scripture pre- 
sents us with a multitude of specific evidences of His truth and 
faithfulness, in the promises, threatenings, and predictions, which 
are contained there; for all have been fulfilled, so far as ripened. 

The supposed exceptions, where threats have been left un- 
fulfilled, as that of Jonah against Nineveh, are of very easy 
solution. A condition was always either implied or expressed, 
on which the execution of the threat was suspended. 

The apparent insincerity of God’s offers of mercy, and 
commands of obedience and penitence, held forth to those to 
whom He secretly intended to give no grace to comply, offers a 
more plausible objection. But it has been virtually exploded 
by what was said upon the secret and decretive, as distinguished 
from the revealed and preceptive will of God. I shall return to 
it again more particularly when I come to treat of effectual 
calling. 

When places, Mount Zion, utensils,- oils, meats, altars, 
days, &c., are called holy, the obvious 
meaning is, that they are consecrated— 
i. e., set apart to the religious service of God. This idea 
is also prominent, when God’s priests, prophets, and pro- 
fessed people, are called holy. But when applied to God, the 
word is most evidently not used in a ceremonial, but a spiritual 
sense. Most frequently it seems to express the ‘general idea of 
His moral purity, as ‘Levit. xi: 44 ;ePs) cxly 21173 17 Retin tae 
16; sometimes it seems to express rather the idea of His 
majesty, not exclusive of His moral perfections, but inclusive 
also of His power, knowledge and wisdom, as in Ps. xxii: 3; 
xcvill: 13 Is. vi: (3; Rev. iv: 8. Holiness, therefore; isto be 


From Scripture. 


4. God’s Holiness. 


ae) 
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regarded, not as a distinct attribute, but as the resultant of all 
God’s moral attributes together And as His justice, goodness, 
and truth are all predicated of Him as a Being of intellect and 
will, and would be wholly irrelevant to anything unintelligent 
and involuntary, so His holiness implies a reference to the same 
attributes. His moral attributes are the special crown; His 
intelligence and will are the brow that wears it. His holiness 
is the collective and consummate glory of His nature as an 
infinite, morally pure, active, and intelligent Spirit. 

We have now gone around the august cireie of the Divine 
attributes, so far as they are known tous. In 
another sense I may say that the summation 
of them leads us to God’s other consummate attribute—His in- 
finitude. This is an idea which can only be defined negatively. 
We mean by it that God’s being and attributes are wholly with- 
out bounds. Some divines, indeed, of modern schools, would 
deny that we mean anything by the term, asserting that infini- 
tude is an idea which the human mind cannot have at all. They 
employ Sir W. Hamilton’s well known argument that “the 
finite mind cannot think the unconditioned; because to think it 
is to limit it.” It has always seemed to me that the plain truth 
on this subject is, that man’s mind does apprehend the idea of 
infinitude, (else whence the word ?) but that it cannot compre- 
hend it.* It knows that there is the infinite; it cannot fully 
know what it is. God’s nature is absolutely without bound, as 
to His substance, (immense,) as to His duration, (eternal,) as to 
His knowledge, (omniscience,) as to His will, (omnipotence,) as 
to His moral perfections, (holiness.) It is an infinite essence. 

One of the consequences which flows from these perfec- 
tions of God in His absolute sovereignty, 
which in so often asserted of Him in Scrip- 
furetneon Moan. Iv. 3ycr Neva xine 8 16 Ron, "ix? 15-235 -1 
Tim. vi: 155 °Rev.iv: 17. By this we-do not mean a power to 
do everything, as e. g., to punish an innocent creature, contra- 
dictory to*God’s own perfections; but a righteous title to do 
everything, and control every creature, unconstrained by any- 
thing outside His own will, but always in harmony with His own 
voluntary perfections. When we call it a righteous title, we 
mean that it is not only a dvvams, but an ésovera, not only a 
physical potentia, but a moral potestas. The foundations of 
this righteous authority are, first, God’s infinite perfections ; 
second, His creation of all His creatures out of nothing; and 
third, His preservation and blessing of them. This sovereignty, 
of course, carries with it the correlative duty of implicit obedi- 
ence on our part. 

But second: Another consequence which flows from the 
infinite perfections of God is that He is entitled not only to dis- 


5. God’s Infinity. 


Supremacy. 


* See, on this point, my work on the Sensualistic Philosophy of the 19th Cen- 
tury; Chap. X Schuyler’s Logic—Last Part. 
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pose of us and our services, for His own glory, but to receive 
our supreme, sincere affections. Just in degree as the hearts of 
His intelligent creatures are right, will they admire, revere, and 
love God, above all creatures, singly or collectively. 


LECTURE XVI. 
THE TRINITY. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. Explain the origin and meaning of the terms, Trinity, Essence, Substance 
Subsistence, Person, djwoovocov. 
Turrettin, .Loc, iii, Qu. 23. Hill’s Divin., bk. iii. ch. 10, 3 2, 3. Knapp, 3 
42, 3; 43, 2. Dick, Lect. 23. Dr: W. Cunningham, ‘Hist. Theol. ch. ‘9, 
2 


2. Give the history of opinions touching the Trinity; and especially the Patripas- 
sian, Sabbellian and Arian. 
Knapp, @ 42 and 43. Hill, bk. i, ch. 10. Dick, Lect. 29. Hagenback, 
Hist. of Doc. Mosheim, Com. de Reb. ante Constantinum, Vol. i, 3 68, Vol. 
ii 3 32 and 33. Dr. W. Cunningham, Hist. Theol., ch. 9, 2 1. 
3. Define the doctrine of the Trinity, as held by the orthodox: and state the 
propositions included in it. 
Turrettin, Loc. ili, Qu. 25, 1-3, and Qu. 27. Hill and Dick, as above. Jno. 
Howe, ‘‘Calm and Sober Inquiry ‘‘oncerning Possibility of a Trinity.” 
4. What rationalistic explanations of the doctrine were attempted by the Origen- 
ists; and what by the medizeval scholastics? Are they of any value? 
Th. Aquinas, Summa. Hill, as above. Neander, Ch. Hist., 2 Am. Edit., 
Boston, Vol. ii, p. 360, &c., Vol. iv, 457, &c. Mosheim, Com., Vol. ii, 3 27 
and 31. Knapp, 342. Watson, Theol. Inst., pt. ii, ch. 8, 1 (1.) 2. 
5. Present the general Bible evidence of a Trinity, from the Old Testament and 
from the New. 


Turrettin, Loc. ili, Qu..25 and 26. Dick, Lect. 28. Knapp, 3 34, 35. 


HILE a part of the terms introduced by the Scholastics 
to define this doctrine are useful, others of them illustrate 
in a striking manner the disposition to sub- 
stitute words for ideas, and to cheat them- 
selves into the belief that they had extended the- latter, by 
inventing the former. The Greek Fathers, like the theologians 
of our country, usually make no distinction between essence, 
and substance, representing both by the word ovaa, being. 
But the Latin Scholastics make a distinction between essenfia, 
esse, and substantia. By the first, they mean that which con- 
stitutes the substance, the kind of thing it is: or its nature, if 
it be a thing created. By the second, they mean the state of 
being in existence. By the third, they mean the subject itself, 
which exists, and to which the essence belongs. Subsistence 
differs from substance, as mode differs from that of which it is 
the mode. To call a thing substance only affirms that it is an 
existing thing. Its subsistence’ marks the mode in which it 


1. Nomenclature. 


exists. e. g., matter and spirit are both substances of different. 


kinds. But they subsist very differently. The infinite spirit 
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exists as a simple, indivisible substance; but it subsists as three 
persons. Such is perhaps the most intelligible account of the 
use of these two terms; but the pupil will see, if he analyses 
his own ideas, that they help him to no nearer or clearer affirm- 
ative conception of the personal distinction. 

The word Person, z0sawzxoy persona, (sometimes Sz0ataars 
in the later Greek), means more than the Latin idea, of a role 
sustained for the time being; but less than the popular modern 
sense, in which it is employed as equivalent to individual. Its 
meaning will be more fully defined below. ‘Ovoovocog means of 
identical substance. The Greek Fathers also employed the 
word éyreveywpryactc, intercomprehension, to signify that the per- 
_sonal distinction implied no separation of substance. But, on 
the contrary, there is the most intimate mutual embracing of 
each in each; what we should call, were the substance mate- 
rial, an interpenetration. 

The subsistence of the three persons in the Godhead was 
the earliest subject of general schism in the 
primitive Church. To pass over the primi- 
tive Gnostic and Manichzan sects, three 
tendencies, or schools of opinion, may be marked in the earlier 
‘ages; and in all subsequent times, the Orthodox, or Trinita- 
rian, the Monarchian, and the Arian. The first will be 
expounded in its place. The tendency of mind prompting 
both the others may be said to be the same, and indeed, the 
same which has prevailed ever since, viz: a desire to evade the 
inscrutable mystery of three in one, by so explaining the 
second and third persons, as to reach an absolute unity both of 
person and substance, for the self-existent God. (worn apy7.) 
Hence, it may justly be said that Arianism, and even Socinian- 
ism, are as truly monarchian theories, as that of Noctus, to 
whom the title was considered as most appropriate. 

Noétus, an obscure clergyman, (if a clergyman) of Smyrna, 
is said to have founded a sect on ine doc- 
trine, that there is only ene substance and 
person in the Godhead; that the names, Father, Son, one Holy 
Ghost, are nothing but names for certain phases of action or 
roles, which God successively assumes. Christ was the one 
' person, the Godhead or Father, united to a holy man, Jesus, 
by a proper Hypostatic union. The Holy Ghost is still this 
same person, the Father, acting His part as revealer and sancti- 
fier... Hence, it is literally true, that the Father suffered, 1. e., 
in that qualified sense in which the Godhead was concerned in 
the sufferings experienced by the humanity, in the Mediatorial 
Person. This theory, while doing violence to Scripture, and 
deranging our theology in many respects, is less fatal by far, 
than that of Arians and Socinians: because it retains the 
- proper divinity of the Messiah and of the Holy Ghost. _ 

i The Sabellian theory (broached by Sabellius, of Pentap- 


2. Three tendencies 
of Opinion on Trinity. 


Patripassian. 
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olis in Lybia Cyrenaica, about A. D. 268,) 
has been by some represented as though it 
were hardly distinguishable from the Patripassian; and as 
though he made the names, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost the 
mere titles of three modes of action which the one Godhead 
successively assumes. By others it has been represented as 
only a sort of high Socinianism, as though he had taught that 
the Holy Ghost was an influence emanating from the Godhead, 
and Christ was a holy man upon whom a similar influence had 
been projected. But Mosheim has shown, I think, in his Com. 
de Rebus, &c., that both are incorrect, and that the theory of 
Sabellius was even more abstruse than either of these. The 
term which he seems to have employed-was that the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost are three forms (oyjuata) of the God- 
head, which presented real portions of His substance, extended 
into them, as it were, by a sort of spiritual division. Thus, the 
Son and Holy Ghost are not parts of the Father; but all three 
are parts, or forms, of a more recondite godhead. According 
to this scheme, therefore, the Son and Holy Ghost are precisely 
as divine as the Father; but it will appear to the attentive stu- 
dent very questionable, whether the true godhead of all three 
be not vitiated. | 
The theory of Arius is so fully stated, and well known, 
that though more important, it needs few 
words. He represents the Son, prior to His 
incarnation, as an infinitely exalted creature, produced (or gen- 
erated) by God out of nothing, endued with the nearest possible 
approximation to His own perfections, adopted into sonship, 
clothed with a sort of deputized divinity, and employed by 
God as His glorious agent in all His works of creation and 
redemption. The Holy Ghost is merely a xttoya xteopdtos 
produced by the Son. 
Now, it has been well stated by Dr. Hill, that there can be 
Error tends Sther fo. Put thrée' schemes in *substance (tie same 
obliterate or widen per- dox, the Patripassian, and the Subordination-_ 
sonal distinctions. ist. All attempts to devise some other path, 
have merged themselves virtually into one or the other of these 
errors. hither the personal distinctions are obliterated, or they 
are so widened as to make the Son another and an inferior 
substance. Now, the refutation of the latter schemes will be 
sufficiently accomplished if we succeed (in the next Lecture) in 
establishing the proper divinity, and identity of substance of 
the Son. 
The refutation of the former class of theories is effected 
apie lia bis by showing that some true and definite dis- 
refuted sume tinction of persons is predicted in Scripture 
of the Father, Son and Holy Ghost. It will 
appear in so many places, asserted in so many forms, so inter- 
twined with the very woof of the Scriptures, that its denial 


Sabellian. 


Arian. 
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does fatal violence to the integrity of their language. (a.) I 
point to those numerous passages, where one Person is said to 
act upon, or act through, another. See, e. g., Exod. xxiii: 20; 
Meee ehon clit Pein ye elmo ey 20g ees Sao Sey 
&c., where God the Father is said to send, to enthrone, to 
appoint to sacerdotal office, to uphold, to reward the Son, and 
the Son and Father to send the Holy Ghost. (b.) Consider 
those, in which mutual principles of affection are said to subsist 
between the persons. «Is, slit Ig. Jno. ®) 17; 18 x&eyrece “(c) 
There is a multitude of other passages, where voluntary princi- 
ples and volitions are said to be exercised by the several per- 
sons as such, towards inferior and external objects. Exod. 
Xxxili: 21. (The subject is the Messiah, as will be proved.) 
Eph iv: 30, Rev. viz 16, &c., &c. Yet, since these principles 
are all perfectly harmonious, as respects the three persons, 
there is no dissension of will, breach in unity of council, or 
difference of perfections. (d) There isa still larger multitude 
of texts, which assert of the persons as such, actions and 
agencies toward inferior, external objects. See, for instance, 
ens fowl Cor xis 01,) &c., &e. Now, if these personal 
names, of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, meant no more than 
three influences or energies, or three phases of action of the 
same person, or three forms of one substance, is it not incredi- 
ble that all these properties of personality, choosing, loving, 
hating, sending and being sent, understanding, acting, should 
be asserted of them? It would be the wildest abuse of © 
language ever dreamed of. 

The doctrine of the Trinity, as held by the Catholic 
Church, cannot be better defined, than in the 
words of our Confession. (Recite ch. II, § 3.) 
It embraces the following propositions: 

1. The true unity, indivisibility, and simplicity of God. 
2. The subsistence of a threefold personal distinction, 


3. Definition of Trin- 
ity. ! ; 


marked by a part of the properties of separate personalities, (in 


some inscrutable manner, entirely compatible with true_unity) 
as intelligence, active principles, volition, action. 

3. Identity of substance, so that the whole godhead is 
truly in each person, without confusion or division, and all the 
essence belongs alike to all the persons. 

4. The distinction of the three persons, each by its prop- 
erty, incommunicable from one person to another, and the exist- 
ence consequently of eternal relations between them. 

Now, that it is inscrutable how these things can be, we 
freely admit. Did they involve a necessary 
self-contradiction, we should also admit that 
the understanding would be incapable of re- 
ceiving them all together. But we do not hold that the persons 
are three in the same sense in which they are one. If it be 
asked what is.the precise meaning of the phrase, person in the 

52% 


Inscrutable ; but not 
impossible. 


178 SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


Godhead? we very freely answer, that we know only in part. 
You will observe that all the Socinian and Rationalist objec- 
tions mentioned in your text-books against this doctrine, either 
proceed on the misrepresentation, that we make three equal to 
one, (as in the notorious Socinian formula; let a. b. c. repre- 
sent the persons, and x. the Godhead; then a= x Cae 
Add, and we have a--b4+-c=3 x==x;)/ inithessame scence stor 
they are argumenta ad ignorantiam. But isit not just we should 
expect, that when God reveals something about the subsistence 
of His being, it should be thoroughly inscrutable tous? We 
must remember that the.human mind has no cognizance of sub- 
stance, in fact, except as the existing ground, to which our in- 
tuitions impel us to refer properties. It is only the properties 
that we truly conceive. This is true of material substance; 
how much more true of spiritual substance? And more yet of 
the infinite? God, in revealing Himself: to the natural reason, 
only reveals His being and properties or attributes—His sub- 
stance remains as invisible as ever. Look back, I pray you, to 
that whole knowledge of God which we have acquired thus far, 
and you will see that it is nothing but a knowledge of attri- 
butes. Of the substance to which these properties are referred, 
we have only learned that it is. What it is, remains impene- 
trable to us. We have named it simple spirit, But is this, after 
all, more than a name, and the affirmation of an unknown fact 
to our understandings? For, when we proceed to examiné our 
own conception of spirit, we find that it is a negation of mate- 
rial attributes only. Our very attempts to conceive of it, (even 
formed after we have laid down this as our prime feature of it, 
that it is the antithesis of matter,) in its substance, are still ob- 
structed by an inability to get out of a materialistic circle of 
notions. We name it Mvedua, spiritus, breath; as though it 
were only a gaseous and transparent form of matter; and only 
differed thus from the solid and opaque. This obstinate, materi- © 
alistic limit of our conceptions arises, I suppose, from the fact, 
that conceptions usually arise from perceptions, and these are 
only of sensible, i. e., of material ideas. This obstinate inca- 
pacity of our minds may be further illustrated by asking our- 
selves: What is really our conception of God’s immensity ? 
_ When we attempt the answer do we not detect ourselves always 
framing the notion of a transparent body extended beyond 
assignable limits? Nothing more! Yet, reason compels us to 
hold that God’s substance is 16t aeteaded at all, neither asa 
vast solid, nor a measureless ocean of liquid, nor an immense 
volume of hydrogen gas expanded beyond limit. Extension, 
in all these forms, is a property wholly irrelevant to. spirit. 
Again: (and this is most in point,) every Socinian objection . 
which has any plausibility in it, involves this idea; that a trinity. 
of Persons must involve a division of God’s substance into 
three parts. But we know that divisibility is not-a property of 
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spirit at all—the idea is wholly irrelevant to it, belonging only to 
matter. 7 

The Socinian would say here: “ Precisely so; and hence 
we reason against the impossibility of a 
trinity in unity. If divisibility is totally irrele- 
vant to infinite Spirit, then it is indivisible, and 
so, can admit no trinity.” 

Inspect this carefully, and you will find that it is merely a 
verbal fallacy. The, Socinian cheats himself with the notion 
that he knows something here, of the divine substance, which 
he does not know. By indivisible here, he would have us under- 
stand the mechanical power of utterly resisting division, like 
that imputed to an atom of matter. But has Spirit this mate- 
rial property? This is still to move in the charmed circle of 
material conceptions. The true idea is, not that the divine .sub- 
stance is materially atomzc ; but that the whole idea of parts 
and separation is irrelevant to its substance, in both a negative 
and affirmative sense. To say that Spirit is indivisible, in that 
material sense, is as false as to say that it is divisible. Thus the 
stock argument of the Socinian against the possibility of a 
trinity is found to be a fallacy; and it is but another instance of 
our incompetency to comprehend the real substance of spirit, 
and of the confusion which always attends our efforts to do so. 
We cannot disprove here, by our own reasonings, any more 
than we can prove; for the subject is beyond our cognition. 

I pray the student to bear in. mind, that I am not here at- 
tempting to explain the Trinity, but just the contrary: I am 
endeavoring to convince him that it cannot be explained. (And 
because it cannot be explained, it cannot be rationally rebut- 
ted.) I would show him that we must reasonably expect to 
find the doctrine inexplicable, and to leave itso. I wish to show 
him that all our difficulties on this doctrine arise from the vain 
conceit that we comprehend something of the subsistence of 
God’s substance, when, in fact, we only apprehend something. 
Could men be made to see that they comprehend nothing, all 
the supposed impossibilities would vanish; there would remain 
a profound and majestic mystery. 5 

The mint from which every attempted ratzonale of the 

4. Rational Expla- Trinity has come, was the New Platonic; 
nation of Greek Scho- and the chief medza of their introduction to 
se i the Christian Theology, Clem. Alexandrinus 
and Origen. Following the trinitarian scheme which the New 
Platonists attributed (with insufficient grounds) to Plato, of To 
Ov, Nove and Vuy7, they usually represent God the Father as the 
intelligent substance, intrinsically and eternally active, the Nodc, 
as the idea of self, generated from eternity by God’s self-intel- 
lection; and the Yuy7, as the active complacency arising upon 
it. The Platonizing fathers, who called themselves orthodox, 
were not slow to fling the charge of monarchianism (Movy ’ Anyn) 
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against all Patripassians, which I make against the Arians also, 
as reaching by diverse roads, an assertion of a single divine 
person. The modern student will be apt to think that their 
rationalism betrays the very same tendency; an unwillingness 
to bow the intellect to the dense mystery of a real and proper 
three in one; and an attempt to evade it by perpetually de- 
stroying the personality of the second and third persons. 

This attempted explanation appears with new completeness 
and fullness, after the Peripatetics had modi- 
fied the Platonic System, in the Latin Scho- 
lastics. Thomas Aquinas, for instance, states the matter about 
thus: Infinite activity of thought is the very essence of the 
Divine substance. But from eternity there was but a two-fold 
object of thought for this intellect to act on—God’s self, and 
His decree. Now, as man is made intellectually in God’s 
image, we cannot conceive of God’s thinking, except by con- 
ceiving of our own acts of thought as the finite type of which 
His is the infinite antitype. Now, when man thinks, or con- 
ceives, it is only by means of a species of image of that which 
is the object of his thought, present before hismind. So, God’s 
very act of thinking of Himself and His decree generates in the 
divine mind, a species of them; it generates them eternally ; 
because God is eternally and necessarily active in thinking. | 
This species or idea is therefore eternal as God, yet generated 
by God, it is of the same essence, for it is non-corporeal, spirit- 
ual entity, and God’s essence is pure intellection. It is one 
with God; for it is God’s idea of Himself, and His own eternal 
purpose which is Himself purposing. This is the doyos, the 2d 
Person. Again, as. in our souls, so in God, the presence of a 
moral object in conception awakens moral sentiment, and of a 
plan or device, approval or disapproval; so, God’s contem- 
plation of this idea of Himself and His decree, begets a moral 
complacency, and a volition to effectuate (when the fullness of 
time shall have come) the decree. This complacency and voli- 
tion are the Spirit, the 3d or practical Person of the Godhead, 
proceeding from the Father and the Idea, or Aoyoc. 

This rationale we cannot but regard as worthless, though 
ingenious. /fzrst: The Scriptures inform us 
in advance, that God is inscrutable; and 
that we need not expect to explain His subsistence. Job 
ii: 7. Second: According to this explanation, both the Nov¢ 
and the Yuyn would be compounded, the former of the two 
species of God’s being and of His decree; the latter of two 
feelings, His moral self-complacéncy and His volition to ef- 
fectuate His decree. Third: Neither the 2d nor 3d persons 
would be substance at all, but mere idea and feeling, which 
have no entity whatever, except as affections of the substance 
of the Father. This seems to our minds an objection so obvious 
and conclusive, that no doubt the student is almost incredulous 
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that acute men should have seriously advanced a theory ob- 
noxious to it. The answer is, that the Platonic and Peripatetic 
metaphysics ignored, in a manner astonishing to the modern 
christian mind, the distinction between substance and affections. 
Between the two kinds of entity, they drew no generic distinc- 
tion. But is this not one of the very traits of modern, trans- 
cendental Idealism, from Spinoza down? fourth: On this 
scheme of a trinity, I see not how the’ conclusion could be 
avoided, that every intelligent free agent is as much a finite 
trinity in unity as God is an infinite one. Let us then attempt 
no explanation where explanation is impossible. 

Having thus defined the doctrine, we proceed to its proof. 

5. Proof*of Trini: hat the evidence for the Trinity must be 
ty wholly of Revela- wholly a matter of revelation, would appear 
Hons sufficiently from the weakness of the attempt 
made by the Scholastics, to find some proof or presumptive 
probability in the light of reason. The most plausible of these, 
perhaps, is that which Neander informs us, Raymund Lulley 
employed against the Unitarian Moslems of Barbary, which is 
not discarded even by the great Aquinas and the modern 
Christlieb. They say God is immutable from eternity. He 
exists now in a state of active benevolence. Hence, there must 
have always been, from eternity, some sense in which God had 
an object of His benevolence, in some measure extraneous; 
else active benevolence would have been impossible; and the 
result would be, that the creation of the angels (or earliest holy 
creatures) would have constituted an era of change in God. The 
reasoning appears unsound by this simple test. God is now 
actively righteous and punitive, as well as good; and a parallel 
argument will prove, therefore, with equal conclusiveness, the 
eternity of a devil. The solution of the sophism is to be found 
in those remarks by which we defended God’s immutability 
against the objection, that the creation of the universe consti- 
tuted a change in God. It does not; because God’s purpose 
to create, when His chosen time should have come, was 
unchangeably present with him from eternity. Creation makes 
the change in the creature; not in God. The argument would 
be more plausible, if left inits undeveloped form viz: That an 
eternal absolute solitude was incompatible with absolute bless- 
edness and perfection. Yet the answer is, that we cannot 
know this to be true of any infinite essence. 

The Scripture evidence for a Trinity presents itself in two 
forms. The most extensive and conclusive 
may be called the indirect and inferential 
| proof, which consists in these two facts when 
collated: tst,That God is one. 2d, That not only the Father, 
but the Son and Holy Ghost, are proper God. This evidence 
presents itself very extensively over the Bible; and the two 
propositions may be said to be intertwined with its whole woof 
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and warp. The other testimony is the general direct testimony, 
where a plurality in the one God is either stated, or involved in 
some direct statement. The latter evidence is the one we pre- 
sent now: the former will become evident as we hay the 
proof of the Divinity of the 2d and 3d P€rsons. 

The text-books assigned to the students, present a collec- 
tion and discussion of those passages so complete, that I shall 
not make an unnecessary recapitulation. I shall only set down 
a list of those passages which I consider relevant ; and conclude 
with a few cursive remarks on the argument in a few points. 
The student, then, may solidly advance the following testimon- 
ies, as cited and expounded by the Books. 

From the Old Testament : 

Genii) 2; with Rs. civ? 307 Prov. wiite2) we: 

Genigis 2Onmit22) xis PETS is, 

Numb. vi: 24-26, may have some feeble weight when col- 
lated with Is. vi: 3,\and 2 Cor. xiii: 14. 

Hosea i: 7; Isaiah _lxili: 7-14, and Ps. xlv: 6. 


The argument from the plural forms DIT’, Doma, it 


seems to me ought to be surrendered after the objections Pgs 


Calvin and Buxtorff. bed 

In the New Testament a very clear argument arises from 
the formula of Baptism. Matt. xxvii: 19. The only objection 
of any plausibility, is that from 1 Cor. x: 2—“ Baptized unto 
Moses.” In addition to the answers of Turrettin, it is surely 
sufficient to say, that this is a very different case from that 
where the names of the 2d. and 3d. persons are connected with 
that of God the Father in the same sentence and same con- 
struction. 

Another indisputable argument is derived from the 
Apostolic benediction,... 2.Cor. xuivi4, Seevalsoueviagetee 
1 Cor. xii>4—6. 

The argument from the baptism of Christ seems to me pos- 
sessed of some force, when the meaning of the Father’s avowal 
and of the Spirit's descent are understood in the light of 
Scripture. wok 4) - ) 7] 

The much litigated passage in I John v: 7, is certainly of 
too doubtful genuineness to be advanced, polemically, against 
the adversaries of the Trinity: however, we may believe that 
the tenour of its teaching is agreeable to that of the Scriptures 
elsewhere. 


LECTURE XVII. 
DIVINITY OF CHRIST. 
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1. Prove that Christ is very God, from what the Scriptures say of His pre-existence. 
Turrettin, Loc. iii, Qu. 28. Hill, bk. iti, ch. 3 and 4. Dick, Lect. 30. Wat- 
son’s Theol. Inst., pt. i, ch. Io. 

2. What is the doctrine of the Old Testament concerning the proper divinity of 

the Messiah? And was He the person revealed in the theophanies ? 
Hill’s Div., bk. ii, ch. 5. Hengstenberg’s Christologie, Vol. i, ch. 3. Dick, 
Lect. 31. Watson, pt. 1, ch. xi. 

3. Are the divine names ascribed to Christ ? 
huimerne, yas above. Hillis’ Days, bk. in, chy 7, ¢. 1. Dick; Leet, 30, 31. 
Watson, pt. il, ch. 12. 

4. Are the divine attributes given to Christ? 

Turrettin, as above. Hill, as above, 32. Dick, Lect. 31. Watson, as above, ch. 13. 

5. Are the divine works ascribed to Christ? 

Same authorities. Watson, as above, ch. 14. 

6. Is divine worship in the Scriptures rendered to Christ? 

Turrettin, as above. Hill,as above, 3 3. Dick, Lect. 32. Watson, as above, 
ch. 15. See on the whole, Abbadie, on the Trinity. Wardlaw’s Socinian 
Controversy. Moses Stuart against Channing. Evasions and objections to 
be argued under their appropriate heads. 


Pus may be called a prime article of revealed theolgy; 
affecting not only the subsistence of the Godhead, but the 
Reece Act question whether Christ is to be trusted, 
rime Article. ; 
obeyed and worshiped as God, the nature 
and efficacy of His atoning offices, the constitution of the 
-Church, and all its rites. He who believes in the divinity of 
Jesus Christ is a Christian; he who does not, (whatever his pro- 
fession), isa mere Deist. Without the Divinity, the Bible is, 
“the drama of Hamlet, with the part of Hamlet omitted.” 
We have already established a Trinity of persons in the 
Dae Godhead; and this alone, if validly proved, 
ee ies aaa would show the divinity of Jesus Christ. For 
where else in Revelation, than in the persons 
of Him and the Holy Ghost, can the other persons be so natur- 
ally and plausibly found? But not to urge this: the general 
strain of the language of the Old and New Testaments pro- 
duces an overwhelming impression, that they mean to represent 
the Messiah as divine. Note the contrast between their 
descriptions of Him and of Moses, the greatest of men; the 
fact that Jews have almost uniformly understood the New 
Testament as inculcating it, and thus rejected it as idolatrous ; 
the laborious evasions to which Socinians are obliged to resort ; 
and the fact that the great majority of both friends and enemies 
have so understood it. If the Apostles did not intend to teach 
this doctrine they have certainly had the remarkable ill-luck of 
producing the very impression which they should have avoided, 
especially ina Book intended to subvert idolatry. 
183 
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Theré is, as has been intimated, a general testimony for 
this truth, interwoven with the whole texture of Scripture, 
which cannot be adequately presented in a few propositions, 
because of its extent. It can only be: appreciated by the 
extended and familiar study of the whole Bible. But the more 
specific arguments for the divinity of Jesus Christ have usually 
been digested into the five heads: of His Pre-existence, Names, 
Attributes, Works and Worship. This distribution is suffi- 
ciently correct. My purpose will be, to employ the very limited 
space I can allot to so extensive an argument, first in giving 
you a syllabus of it, which shall possess some degree of com- 
pleteness ; and second, in illustrating some of the more important 
testimonies, so as to exhibit, in a few instances, the manner in 
which they apply, and exegetical evasions are to be met. 

If Jesus Christ had an existence before he was born of the 

ve _ virgin, this at once settles the question, as 
Sate ies prevems” Hill remarks, that He isnot mere man. And if 
this pre-existence was characterized by eter- 
nity, independence, or divine works of Creation and Providence, 
it further settles the question that He was not a creature. The 
theophanies of a second person of the Godhead, if revealed in the 
Old Testament, (and if that person can be identified with Jesus 
Christ), as well as His works of creation, if ascribed to Him, 
will be parts of this argument for His pre-existence, as well as 
fall under other heads. 

But we find a more direct testimony for His pre-existence 

contained in a number of passages, where Christ is said to have 


been “sent” to have “come from heaven,” to “come into the’ 


world; to be “made flesh,” &c, &¢,. See John is sig vieseee 
XVi 7285. Xi +. 35-vi7 623 1 John iv? 234 ohn ite e leo mae 
9, 14, 16. Of one of us, it may be popularly said that we came 
into existence, came into the world; but those phrases could not 
be used with propriety, of one who then only began to exist. 
Consult also, John i? 1-1L7,41§)) 30% tite 19 vigieee Ogu em 
53 1 Cor. xv i47;-2 Cor wit? Osghtep, 1atownr hey een 
Oeil LAs . 
Johni: &c.—In the passage, from John i: 1-17, only two 
evasions seem to have a show of plausibility: 1st, to deny the 
personality of the doyos; 2d, to deny that His pre-existence is 
taught in the phrase, ¢y dpy7. But the first is refuted by show- 
ing that the doyog is the creator of all; that in verse 4, He is 
identified with the Bo:, which @dé¢ again, verses 6, 7, was the 
object of John Baptist’s preparatory ministry; which @< again 
was rejected by the world, verses 10, 11; and this Pc, identi- 
cal with the 4oyoc, was incarnate, (verse 14), was testified unto 
by John Baptist, (verse 15); and is finally identified, (verse 17), 
with Jesus Christ, the giver of grace and truth. That the phrase 
<v dny7 does assert His pre-existence is proved by the-resem- 
blance of it to the Septuagint rendering of Gen.i: 1. By the 


a 
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author’s use of 7#y, instead of éyeveto, by His association with 
God, verse 2, showing a pre-existence similar to God’s; by His 
creation of all things, (verse 3), and by the utter folly of the 
gloss which would make the Evangelist say that Jesus Christ 
was in existence when His ministry began. That John should 
have used the the peculiar philosophic titles, doyog and @we, for 
Jesus Christ, is most reasonably explained by the state of opin- 
ion and theological language when He wrote His gospel. he 
Chaldean Paraphrase, and the Platonizing tendencies of Philo 
and his sect, had familiarized the speculative Jews to these 
terms, as expressive of the second person; and meantime, the 
impious speculations of Judazing Gnostics, represented by. 
Cerinthus, had attempted to identify Jesus Christ with one of 
the Aewves of their dreams, a sort of luminous emanation of the 
divine intelligence. It was to vindicate the truth from this folly, 
that St. John adopts the words doyos and Od: in this emphatic 
assertion of the Messiah’s proper divinity. See also 1 Johni: 
Tye) heyy ik 703, 
That the Messiah was to be human, was so clearly revealed 
Cae __.in the Old Testament, that no Jew misunder- 
a ae stood it. He was to be the Son of David 
according to the flesh. It may seem some- 
what incompatible with a similar disclosure of His proper 
divinity, that the Jewish mind should have been so obstinately 
closed to that doctrine. But the evidences of it in the Old 
Testament are so strong, that we are compelled to account for 
the failure of the unbelieving Jews to embrace it, by the stub- 
bornness of prejudice, and death in sin. The Messianic pre- 
dictions of the Old Testament have formed the subject by 
themselves, of large volumes; I can, therefore, do little more 
than enumerate the most conclusive of them as to His divinity, 
giving the preference, of course, to those of them which are 
interpreted of, and applied to, Jesus Christ, by the infallible 
exposition of the New Testament. Compare, then, Num. xiv: 
22a exits, OpandsPs.xcv: O,.with 1,GCor.x7 g.'. The: tempt- 
ing of the Lord of the Old Testament, is described by Paul as 
tempting Christ; in consequence of which they were destroyed 
of serpents. Ps. cii: 26, ascribes to God an immutable eter- 
nity; but Heb. 1: 10, 11,-applies it to Jesus Christ. In Is. vi, 
the prophet sees a vision of Jehovah, surrounded with every 
circumstance of divine majesty. But Jno. xii: 41, explains: 
“ These things said Esaias, when he saw His glory, and spake 
pheddame ss ise xiv; 22, 23); .Jehevaheays:- \“ Look’ unto’ me; 
and be ye saved, all ye ends of the earth; but Rom. xiv: 11, 
and 1 Cor. i: 30, evidently apply the context to Jesus Christ. 
Thus, also, compare Ps. Ixvili: 18, with Eph. iv: 8,9; Joel ii: 
32, with Rom. x: 13; Is. vii: 14, with Matt. i: 22, 23; Micah. 
-v: 2, with Matt. ii: 6, and Mal. ii: 1, with Mark i: 2, and Luke 
1:76. The last three pairs of references contain a proof 
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peculiarly striking. . In Is. vii: 14, the child born of a virgin is 
to be named ‘God with us.’ In Matt. i: 22, 23, a child, Jesus 
Christ, is born of a virgin, and receives, by divine injunction, 
through the mouth of an angel, the name ‘God with us ;’ because 
He was conceived of the Holy Ghost, and was to save His peo- 
ple from their sins. In Micah. v: 2, Bethlehem is destined to 
the honor of bringing forth the Ruler whose attribute was 
eternity; in Matt. ii: 6, it is declared that this prediction is 
fulfilled by the appearance of Jesus Christ. In Mal. ii: 1, the 
Angel of the Covenant is foretold. He is identified with Jesus 
Christ by his forerunner, John, who is expressly declared to be 
the person here predicted, by Luke i: 76. But that this Angel 
is divine, is clear from his propriety in the temple (his temple) 
which is God’s house, and from the divine functions of Judge 
and heart-Searcher, which He there, exercises. -In Ps..cx? 1, 
David calls the Messiah 734% though his descendant accord- 
2 |S 


ing to the flesh. In Matt. xxii: 45, Christ Himself applies this 
to the Messiah (“What think ye of Christ? Whose Son is 
He?”) and challenges them (in substance) to account for it 
without granting His divinity. And this 110th Psalm, then 
proceeds to ascribe to this Being eternity of priesthood, (v. 4,) 
as expounded in Heb. vii: 3, as having “neither beginning of 
days, nor end of life,’ supreme authority, and judgment over 
mankind. The Ps. ii, describes God as setting His King upon 
His holy hill of Zion: who is declared to be His eternal Son, (v. 
7,) the Ruler of the whole earth, (v. 8,) the sovereign avenger of 
His opponents, (v. 9,) and the appointed object of religious 
trust. Surely these are divine attributes. Compare Jer. xvii: 
5. But Acts iv: 25-28, attribute the whole prediction to Jesus 


Christ. So Ps. xlv:6, calls th> king God, prides and attributes 


to Him an everlasting throne. But Heb.i: 8, applies these 
words to the Son, afterwards defined to be Jesus Christ. So 
let the student compare for himself, (for time will fail me to go 
into explanation of every text,) Zech. xii: 10, with John xix: 
37, Is. lxi: 1; (Speaker calls Himself I, the Lorp, v. 8,) with 
Luke iv: 18-21; “Examine, ‘alsa iso 1v 2 eee he ee 
10; -Psiclexii17)°5 + Dan. wate eng) Zech ienamer cea 
compared with xi: 13; xii: 10% Jjenexxiil 5) 0, * Perec 
with Heb.i1::6. ? 
But a second important class of Old Testament evidences 
Argument from the for the divinity of Christ, will appear when 
theophanies and An- we inquire who was the Person who appeared 
gel of Covenant, ‘in the theophanies granted to the Patriarchs. 
A personal distinction by which God the Father might disclose 
Himself to man in another person than His own, seems to be 
indicated by His nature. He is called the invisible God. 1 
Tim. i: 17; Heb. xi: 27. It is declared that no man can see” 
Him and live. Exod. xxxiii: 20: and we read, in the cases of 
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some of the theophanies, that the persons favoured with them 
were amazed at their surviving the fearful privilege. Gen. 
RxxUeO, judges ivi: 225) 23% But besides. this ‘concealed 
Person, who, though everywhere present, rarely makes Himself 
cognizable, and never visible to mortals, the New Testament, 
especially, informs us of another Person, the same in essence, 
whose office it has ever been, since God had a Church, to act 
as the mediating Messenger and Teacher of that Church, and 
bring man into providential and gracious relations with the 
inaccessible God. This function Christ has performed, both 
before and since His incarnation; and thus He is the Word, 
the Light, the visible Image to man of the invisible Godhead. 
SECU MOLI ONO Ai PO hal nor ind 2 7 Corive ae Heb; i: 3: 
Yet this distinction cannot be pushed so far as though the 
Father never communicates with men, as the Ist person. *Some 
of the very places cited to prove the divinity of the Son, show 
the Father as such, testifying to the Son. Ps. ii, and cx. And 
iE xod. xxl 20> xxx 34. ‘language is ‘used by al:person, 
concerning another person, under the title of angel, which can- 
not possibly be identified as a single person, yet both are 
divine. It would bea great error, therefore, and would throw 
this whole argument into confusion, to exclude Jehovah the 
Father wholly from these communications to Old Testament 
saints, and attribute all the messages to the Son immediately. 
It so happens that Moses received these theophanies, in which 
we are compelled to admit the personal presence of the Ist 
person per se, as well as the 2d. May not this be the explana- 
tion, that He was honoured to be the Mea:r7¢ of the Old. Test- 
ament Church, in a sense in which-no other mere man ever 
was: in that He communicated directly with the person of the 
Batierenbsod: texte IP WNumb. xin 6-8); Deut xxxiv? 10: 
Did not Jehovah Christ speak face to face to Jacob, Abraham, 
Manoah, &c.? 
Another seeming difficulty presents itself (said to have 
ee been urged with confidence by St. Augustine 
Augustine's difhculty. 544 other Fathers) from Heb. i: 1, 2, and ii: 
2,3. The Apostle, it is urged, seems here to teach, that the 
Old Testament was distinguished from the New, by being not 
communicated through God, (the Son,) but through creatures, 
as agents. I answer, if the texts be strained into this meaning, 
they will then contradict the context. For the theophanies 
and other immediate divine communications must be imputed 
to a divine person, the Father, if not the Son; and then there 
would be no basis, on their premises, for the Apostle’s argu- 
ment, that the New Testament was more authoritative, because 
the teaching of a divine minister. The truth is, that the Apos- 
tle’s contrast is only this: In the Old Testament, the Messiah 
did not appear as an incarnate prophet, ministering His own 
message ordinarily and publickly among the people. (His 
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theophanic teachings were usually private to some one human | 


agent.) In the New Testament, He did. Nor can it be sup- 
posed that The Angel of Jehovah, who presented these theoph- 
anies, is explained by the o¢ ayreswy of Heb. ii: 2. He was 
wholly a different Being; their ministry was only attendant, and 
co-operative, at Sinai. (See Stephen, Acts vii: 53; Ps. lxviti: 17.) 

The 2d person seems to be identified in the following 
places Gen. xvit 7/?the Angel of yehovanh 
found Hagar—v. 10, He promises to exert 
divine power—v. I1, claims to have heard her 
distress; and v. 13, Hagar is surprised that she survives the 
Divine vision. Gen. xviii, three men visit Abraham identified, 
xix: I, as angels. The chief angel’ of these three, in xviii: T, 
14, 17, &c., makes Himself known as Jehovah, receives Abra- 
ham’s worship, &c. And in Gen. xlviii: 15, 16, this Jehovah is 
called by Jacob; “the Angel-which redeemed me from all evil,” 
&c., and invoked to bless Joseph’s sons, a divine function. 
Again, in Gen. xxi: 17, The Angel of God speaks to Hagar, 
promising her, v. 18, a divine exertion of power. In Gén. xxii: 


i, DTN commands Abraham to take his son Isaac and sac- 
eS. 


Instances of theoph- 
anies. 


rifice him, v.11, when in the act of doing it, the Angel of 
Jehovah arrests, and says, v. 13, “Thou hast not withheld thy 
son from me;”’ and, v. 14, Abraham names the place Jehovah 
jireh. In Gen. xxxi: 11, the Angel of Jehovah appears to 
Jacob in a dream, identified in v. 13, with God, the God of Gen. 
XXVIi: 11-22, the God of Bethel then declared Jehovah. In 
Gen. xxxii: 25, Jacob wrestles with an angel, seeks his bless- 
ing, and names the place, v. 30, Pemzel. This Angel is in the 
narrative called Elohim, and Hosea xxii: 4-6, describing the 
same transaction, Elohim, Angel and Jehovah of Hosts. In 


the same method compare Exod. iii: 2, with vs. 4, 6, 14-16; - 


Exod. xiv: I9, with v. 24; Exod. xxiii: 20, with subsequent 
verse; Exod. xx¥xil+ 345 -vis13 towi) 2iowith aie ees 
Numb. xxii: 22, with vs. 32-35; Josh. v. 13, to vi: 2; Judges 11: 
1+4. : Compare, Judges vi: 11, with vse T4jr5, Io, 20, 22, occ, 
Judges: xiii: 3; with vs.°21;-22: Aud Ts: Deteig yiZeck: a isze 
15, compare vi: 15. Compare Zech. iii: 2, with v. 1; Ps. xxxiv: 
7 3 SRE. & 5 

Now, the amount of what has been proved in these cita- 
tions is, that two Persons, both having un- 
| questionable ¢ivine attributes, yet sometimes 
employing the incommunicable name in common, appear on the 
stage. They are distinguishe 1 by unquestioned personal dis- 
tinctions of willing, acting, *2eling, One is the Sender, the 


other is the Sent. (N21) The one usually acts with a cer- 
ele 


Conclusions. 


tain reserve and invisibilit \ the other is called the “Angel of 
His countenance.” Is. Ixiie : g. Compare with Col. i: 15; 
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Heb. i: 3. To this latter the phrase, Angel of Jehovah is so 
often applied, that it becomes at length a proper name. And 
the completing link of the evidence is givén by Mal. iii: 1-3, 
and Isaiah xl: 3. The forerunner is predicted in the latter of 
these places, as a “voice of him that crieth in the wilderness, 
prepare ye the way of Jehovah,” &c. Malachi teaches that a 
forerunner was to precede, when the Lord whom the Jews were 
expecting, even the Angel of the Covenant, would suddenly 
come to His temple. And this Being is clearly shown to be 
divine, by his proprietorship in the temple, and the sovereign 
judicial functions he would perform there. But now, when we 
look into the New Testament, we find, that the forerunner was 
John the Baptist, and the person introduced was our Lord Jesus 
Gifiste a Sea iat eri 10.0 Marked) oe Loeke. 1) 76;ande vil 
27. Jesus Christ was, therefore, the Angel of the Covenant, 
the owner of the Temple, the Jehovah of Isaiah, xl: 3, 5, whose 
glory John wasto usher in. ‘Thus, these theophanies not only 
disclose a personal distinction in the Godhead, but show the 
pre-existence and divinity of Christ. 

For objections and theories of evasion, see Hengstenberg. 

The argument from the application of the divine names to 
Jesus Christ has been in part anticipated 
under the last head. To comprehend its full 
force, the student must recall the evidences 
by which we showed that Jehovah, especially, was God’s in- 
communicable name. But ‘in the New Testament this is not 
characteristically rendered, except by Avococ, which stands also 
for Adonai, and Adoni, (the latter applied to human masters). 
Hence, it may be supposed that the Socinian evasion will be 
more damaging to all the argument from the cases in which the 
New Testament applies the terms Avoog Osos to Jesus Christ. 
That evasion, “as you’ know, is; that the titles, God, Lord,-are 
applied in Bible language to Magnates, Magistrates, and Angels; 
and, therefore, their application to Jesus Christ proves not His 
proper divinity, but only His dignity. But let it be borne in 
mind, that if the language of the New Testament is deficient in 
the power of distinguishing the communicable from the incom- 
municable titles of God, it also lacks the usage of applying His 
titles to exalted creatures. There is no example of sucha thing 
in the New Testament, except those ‘quoted from the Septua- 
gint. Hence, when the New Testament calls Christ Lord and 
God, the conclusion is fair, that it attributes to Him proper 
divinity. 

But we argue, first, He is also called God’s Son; and to 
show that this means more than when Angels, 
Church-members, &c., are called sons of God, 
He is called the beloved Son—God’s own Son—God’s only-be- 
Potten ons woee Ps, ii:-7;\Mattieun a7 xvii s"5; Dan. 11° 
By Watts iv Bees eRVI 63; XVI 43) 54; ‘Luke iF: 355 Jno. 


3. Names of God 
given to Christ. 


Son. 
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i \POs x6 36 Six s Bheto. 97s IRev.lii sy To Onova oe tit ORE eure 
called Son, because He can work miracles, because begotten by 
the Holy Ghost. His title of Son is conceived by His enemies 
as a claim of proper divinity, which He dies rather than repudi- 
ate. The attempts to evade the force of the title Only-begotten 
seem peculiarly impotent. One is, that He isso called, although 
only a man, because conceived, without natural father, by the 
Holy Ghost. Adam was still more so, having had neither natural 
father nor mother. Yet he is never called only-begotten. An- 
other is, that Christ is Son, because of His commission and in- 
spiration. In this sense, Moses, Elijah, &c., were generically the 
same. .But see Heb. iii: 1-6. . The third is, that. He is called 
God's only-begotten Son, because He enjoyed the privilege of 
a resurrection. But the dead man of 2 Kings xiii: 21, the son 
of the Shunemite, and the saints who arose when Christ died, 
enjoyed the privilege earlier; and Enoch and Elijah enjoyed one 
still more glorious, a translation. 

For the arguments which rebut the Socinian evasions on 
this head, the student must, for the rest, be: referred. to text 
Books and Comments. The following proof-texts will be found 
justly applicable: 

§NOKAt 1,5 2 RE BOY RK Bis Puts ecrsees (eemae mre 
doubtful,) Rom. ix 5% 1 ims dit1667PhikaeiGs Wide anor, 
PNneLV 208 

By the application of a principle of criticism asserted by 

Dr. Granville Sharpe and Dr. Wordsworth, 
ey ede »y Dr. of the English Church, and afterwards sub- 
jected to a most searching test, by Dr. Mid- 
dieton on the Greek Article, this list of divine names applied to 
Jesus Christ, may be much enlarged. Dr. Middleton thus states 
it: “ When two or more attributives (i.e., adjectives, participles, 
descriptive substantives) joined by a copulative or copulatives, 
are assumed of the same person or thing, before the first at- 
tributive, the article is inserted, before the remaining ones omit- 
ted: e. g., Plutarch: Pooxog, 0 Beog zoe xix novopos tov tebyyzotozg, 
where veog and xdjpdvoyoc describe the one person Roscius. 
(Proper nouns, abstract nouns, and simple names of substances 
without descriptive connotation, are exempted from this rule). 
Its correctness is sustained by its consistent rationale, founded 
on the nature of the Article, by a multitude of classical examples, 
and by the manner in. which the Greek Fathers uniformly cite 
the passages in question from the New Testament. They are 
to be presumed to be best acquainted with their ownidiom. For 
instance, Eph. v: 5, we have ¢v r7 Baarety tov Xprotod xat Oeov. 
Instead of rendering “Kingdom of Christ and of God,” we 
should read, Kingdom of Him who is Christ and God. In Titus 
11: 13, tov perddov Oeod xat 2'wt7, 005 Hyayv Iycov Xototod, is ren- 
dered “of the great God and (of) our Saviour Jesus Christ.” 
It should be “of our great God and Saviour, Jesus Christ.” 
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Winer, (Gram. N. T. Greek. Article § 19, 5,) impugns this 
conclusion, as countenanced by Tholuck and other eminent 
Germans. His grounds are, that in Titus 11: 13 2wr7po¢ is suf- 
ficiently defined by the possessive genitive 7uoyv, so that, 
although anarthrous, it may stand for a separate object; and 
second, that it is inconsistent with Paul’s doctrinal system to 
call Christ the ‘great God.” To the last point we reply, that 
it is not a grammatical one, (as Winer admits); but a doctrinal 
hypothesis: and an erroneous one. Witness Rom. 1x: 5. .To 
advance such a surmise in exegesis of Paul is begging the ques- 
tion. The emptiness of the first ground is shown by a com- 
parison of 2 Pet.1: 1. There, when the writer would separate 
Christ from the Father as an object of thought, he uses not only 
the genitive, but the article: ¢y émyvwas tov Osov xae Incov tov 
xuotov yu@y. Compare also, Jude 4th, end. 

The names of God may. not be incommunicable, and the 
application of them might possibly be am- 
biguous therefore; but when we see the in- 
communicable attributes of God given to Jesus Christ, they 
compose a more irresistible proof that He is very God. This 
is especially strong when those qualities which God reserves 
to Himself alone, are ascribed to Jesus Christ. We find, then: 

Eternity clearly ascribed to Christ in Ps. cii: 26, as inter- 
Presedrin: Menon: oli to7) Prov. vilie 23, oc. vis: ix} OF Micah 
MEE Sta ee os hae AN evap tapes tal sca he kay d ato Me Cy Amana 6 Mean i Reka &: 40 Tham ae pr 
and the last three employ the very phraseology in which God 
asserts His eternity in Is. xiii: 10, and xliv: ©. 

Immutability, the kindred attribute, and necessary corol- 
Ir, Olveternity.:« Ps, cii:26,.as before ; Heb. xiii: ‘8. 

Immensity and omnipresence. Matt. xviii: 20; xxviii: 
BO pe uote ka to COL s 1 tI 7 

Oramiscrence:<)Marls' xii: 27) Jno itj;24,' 25; Heb: ive:.4g; 
ne uke “yi: 8 MOVIN 40 5o ext 7 5 Rev. vill) 9235p: (COM 
pared with 1 Kings viii: 39; Jer. xvii: 10. Here Christ knows 
the most inscrutable of all Beings, God Himself; and the human 
heart, which God claims it as His peculiar power to fathom. 

Sovereignty. and power. Jno.v: 17; Matt. xxviii: 18, 
Repuhas Givev ae ee: 15-72. Andsin fine,see: Cok aro; 
i: 19. The last subdivision will suggest the next head of argu- 
ment, that from His divine works. But up6n the whole, it may 
be remarked that these ascriptions of divine attributes to Christ 
leave no evasion. For it is in the nature of things simply 
impossible that a finite nature should receive infinite endow- 
ments. Even Omnipotence cannot make a part to contain the 
whole. 

Divine works are ascribed to Christ. Hill, with an affec- 
tation of philosophic fairness, which he some- 

rr Aiea times carries to an unnecessary length, seems 
to yield the point to the Arians, in part: that as God has 


4. Attributes. 
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endued His different orders of creatures with degrees of power 
so exceedingly various, He may have given to this exalted 
creature powers which, to man, appear actually boundless; and 
that even the proposition, that God might enable him to create 
a world, by filling him with His mighty power, does not appear 
necessarily absurd. But it seems clear, that there is a limit 
plain and distinct between those things which finite and depend- 
ent power can, by a vast extension, be enabled to do: and those 
for which all measures of created power are alike incompetent. 
There are many things which are superhuman, which perhaps 
are not superangelic. Satan may perhaps have power to move 
an atmospheric storm, before which man and his mightiest works 
would be as stubble. But Satan is as unable to create a fly out 
of nothing, as is man. For the performance of this kind of 
works, by deputation, no increase of finite power can preparea 
creature. Moreover, to create a world such as ours, to direct it 
by a controlling providence, to judge its rational inhabitants, so 
as to apportion to every man according to his works; all this 
implies the possession of omnipresence, infinite knowledge, 
memory, and attention, as impossible for a creature to exercise, 
as infinite power. But, however, this may be, Scripture always 
ascribes creation to God as a divine work. This is done, first, 
in many express passages, as Jer.x: 10-12: Ps. xcv: civ; Rev. 
iv: IO, I1; and second, by all those passages, as Ps. xix: 1-7, 
in which we are directed to read the greatness and character of 
God in the works of creation. If He used some other rational 
agent in the work, why is Creator so emphatically His title ? 
And why are we so often referred to His works to learn His 
attributes ? And once more, the most noted passages, as Jno. 
t: I-3, in which creation is ascribed to. the Son, contain most 
emphatic assertions of His partaking of the divine essence; so 
that it is plain the divinity of the work was in the writer's mind. 

The space allotted to this argument will forbid my going 
into the Socinian evasions of the several. texts, tortuous and 
varied as they are. The most important of them may be 
seen handled with great skill by Dr. Hill, Bk. iii, ch. 3 and 4. 
But we clearly find the following divine works ascribed to Jesus 
Christ: 

Creation of the-world, . Proyivili? 23,27, &c.j Inch 1s t3 
Col. i: 15-17; Hebti: 1, 3, 10. And along with this, may be 
mentioned his sustentation of all things, asserted in the same 
passages, | 

Miracles, performed, not by deputed, but by autocratic 
power... Jnovv4s..21 ; vir 403) Actspee yao: 1 34>) claljme: 
v: 30; Mark ti: 8-11. Jno. ii: 99g ee tBeedeom. 1: 4. 

Forgiving sin. Mark ii: 10. 

Judging men and angels. Matt. xxv; 31, 32; 2 Cor. v: 
10; Rom. xiv: 10; Acts xvii: 39guipe.cqwei22.: > True siete said 
that the Twelve shall sit on twelve thrones, judging the twelve 
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tribes of Israel: Matt. xiv: 28, and that the saints shall judge 
angels; but other Scriptures explain this, that they shall be 
merely assessors of Jesus Christ. 

Last. The peculiar worship of God is given to Christ. See 
Matt-mxvilit ig} Luke’ xxiw's +523 po. v! 
23°, uAete Ini; 50; 004 Jno. xiv) 1 e7aad Ps. 
Petco parcdlwith' Jer, cayit 5s Acts "x 25) 965 1 Cor 
Panos 1Oe bie ic O° Rey 5.6 >. VES 10s WSF! 

In connection, weigh these passages, as showing how 
unlikely the Scripture would be to permit such worship, (or 
Christ Himself,) if He were not proper God. Is. xlii: 8; Matt. 
pentO? or Luke iv 7s; Mark xu: 203 Acts xiv 214; 15 5 Rev. 
xix: 10; xxii: 9. Remember that the great object of Scrip- 
ture is to reclaim the world from idolatry. 

The Arian and Socinian evasions are well stated and refuted 
by Hill, Bk. iii, ch. 7, § 3. 


6. Worship. 


LECTURE XVIIL. 
DIVINITY OF THE HOLY GHOST, AND OF THE SON. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What is the doctrine of the Socinians, the Arians and the Orthodox concern- 
ing the Holy Ghost? See 
See Hagenback, Hist. of Doctr. on Arianism. Hill, bk. iii, ch. 9. Turrettin, 
Loc. iii, Qu. 30. Dr. Wm. Cunninghnm, Hist. Theol. ch. 9, 2 4. 
2. Prove the personality of the Holy Ghost. 
Turrettin, Loc. iii, Qu. 30, 9 I-11. Owen on the Holy Ghost, bk. i, ch’s 2, 3. 
Dick, Lect. 33. Hull, as above. Dwight’s Theol. Sermon 7oth. Knapp, 


39: 
3. Prove from the Scriptures the Divinity of this Person. 
Turrettin, Loc. ili, Qu. 30,.3 12, end. Dick, Hill and Dwight as above. 
Knapp, 2 40. ; ; 
4. State the controversy between the Greek and Latin Churches, on the Proces 
sion of the Holy Ghost. Which party is right? Why? 
Turrettin, Loc. iii, Qu. 31. Dick and Hill as above. 
5. Show how the offices of the 2nd and 3d Persons in redemption imply the 
possession of proper divinity by them. 
Turrettin, Loc. iii, Qu. 24; Loc. xiii, Qu. 3. Dick, Lect. 32. Hill, bk. ii, ch. 
8, end. Anselm, Cur Deus Homo ? 


"THE Arian controversy was so fiercely agitated con- 
cerning the divinity of the 2d. Person that the 3d. Per- 
son was almost overlooked in it, by both 

Me of Holy Choc” parties. It is stated that Arius held the 

Holy Ghost to be a person—but a creature 

—the first creature namely, which the Son brought into exist- 

ence by the Father’s instruction, after His own creation. He 

was thus, xtfoya xteayacos. On the other hand, few, perhaps, of 

the orthodox, except Athanasius, saw clearly the necessity of 

extending to Him likewise the same essence, (600vatov,) with the 
il 
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Father; and attributing to Him in the work of Redemption, 
proper, divine attributes. The most of them, e. g., a great anti- 
Arian writer, Hilary of Arles, contented themselves with saying 
that He was a Person, and was spoken of in the Scriptures as a 
divine Spirit, and God’s beneficent Agent in sanctification; but, 
farther than this, the Scriptures did not bear Him out. A little 
after the middle of the 4th century, Macedonius, primate of 
Constantinople, was led, by his semi-Arian views, to teach that 
the Holy Ghost was but a name for the divine power and 
influences, diffused from the Father through the Son. It was 
this error, along with others, occasioned the revisal of the 
Nicene Creed by the second CE&cumenical Council, that of Con- 
stantinople. Yet even this, while attributing to the Holy Ghost 
a procession from the Father, and the same worship and glory 
attributed to the Father and Son, and while calling Him Life- 
giving Lord, still did not expressly ascribe to Him the phrase 
opoovecoy tw LMatpe., The consubstantial divinity of the Holy 
Ghost, however, continued to be the practical doctrine of the 
Church Catholic. When the Socinians, in the 16th century, 
sought to overthrow the doctrine of the Trinity, they repre- 
sented all that is said of the Holy Ghost as mere parallel 
locutions for the Godhead itself, or as impersonations of the 
power, energy, wisdom, or general influence of the Godhead_on 
created souls. The words Holy Ghost, then, are, with them, the 
name, not ofa Person, but of an abstraction. 

Hence, the first task which we should assume, is to learn 
what the Scriptures teach concerning the 
personality of this Being. _We may premise, 
with Dick, that it is natural and reasonable that the Scriptures 
would say less to evince the personality and divinity of the 
Holy Ghost than of the Son; because in the order of the divine 
manifestation in Redemption, the Son is naturally and properly 
revealed first. The purchase precedes the application of 
Redemption. But after a plurality in unity was once established, 
it was easy to admit a trinity. 

Now, we may freely admit that in several places, repre- 
sented by Ps. cxxxix: 7, the word Spirit is a mere parallelism to 
express God’s self. We may freely admit that were there no 
passages, except those in which the Holy Ghost is said to be 
be shed forth, as in Is. xxxii: 15, it would not be proved that it 
might not mean only God’s influences. But there are many 
others which admit of no such explanation. (a) A number of 
personal acts are attributed to the Holy Ghost,as creation. Gen. 
i: 2; Ps. civ: 30, the generation of Christ’s body and soul. 
Matt.i: 18; Lukei:35. Teaching and revealing. John xiv: 
26:5 KViIag< 26: Gal. iv: 6; Romikwiitsme> 1 Tim.) w.pt 4 onl bee 
1: 11; 2 Peter'i: 2%) Issxi: 2» 3.0) Do search the. decree ofiGed, 
1 Cor ii: 10. Toset apart to the ministry, Is. lxi: 1; Acts xiii: 
2; xx:28. To intercede(zaodxziyr0¢) John xvi: 7; Rom. viii: 27, 


2. His Personality. 
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To have volitions, 1 Cor. xii: 11. To regenerate and sanctify, 
John iii: 6; 2 Cor. iit: 6; Eph. ii: 22, &c. Add here, as show- 
ing the personal agencies of the Holy Ghost, Luke xii: 12; 
Picts witaoa xy 620! KVP 8 evils 2 25751 Romelxevis 16's) 1 Cor: 
He TCR eb sie i4s iii: Vhs 

(b) The Holy Ghost is said to exercise the active feelings 
of a person; to be tempted, Acts v: 9; to be vexed, Is. Ixiii: 
10**10 be grieved, Eph. iv: 30. 

But here we must meet the well known evasion of the 
Socinian, who pleads that these are but 
instances of the trope of Impersonation, like 
. these of Renn vac tryin 19%. Core xing; 
Gen. iv: 10; Heb. xii: 24. We will not plead with Turrettin, 
that the explanation is inapplicable to the Holy Ghost ; because 
impersonations are usually of things corporeal and inanimate, 
as when the blood of Abel cried, &c; for the case of I Cor. xiii: 
7, proves that the Scripture does not limit the figure to this 
class of objects, but sometimes impersonates abstractions. The 
true answers are, that the Socinian explanation is inapplicable, 
because no candid writer uses an impersonation, without 
placing something in his context, or afterwards dropping the 
figure, so as to show unmistakably to the reader, that he meant 
only an impersonation. The force of this is only seen when the 
reader gathers the multitude of places in the Scriptures, where 
such language prevails, speaking of the Holy Ghost as though 
He were a person; and when he finds the utter absence of the 
proper qualification. (b) The explanation is impossible, because 
in a multitude of places the Holy Ghost is distinguished from 
the Godhead, whose impersonated attribute He would be on 
this supposition; e, g., when it is said, “charity suffereth long 
and is kind,” the only possible meaning is, that the charitable 
man does so. Whenit is said God’s Spirit will guide us into all 
truth, if the figure of impersonation were there, the meaning 
would be, that God, who is spiritual, will guide us. But in that 
very passage the spirit that guides is distinguished from God. 
“ Whatsoever he shall hear, (i. e., from the Father and Son,) 
that shall he speak.” This leads us to argue: 

(c) That the Holy Ghost must be a Person, because dis- 
tinguished so clearly from the Father, whose quality or influ- 
-ence He would be, if He were an abstraction; and farther, 
because distinguished in some places alike from the Father and 
Soneieea, be is sent:by both... John=xiv: 165 xv> 265 :xvi‘z 7. 
The zvevya, though neuter, is constructed with the masculine 
pronouns. John xvi: 13; Eph. i: 13, 14. Heconcurs with the 
Father and Son, inacts or honors which are to them undoubtedly 
personal: and hence, to Him likewise. Matt. xxvili: 19; 2 Cor. 
Ss TA. 

(d) His presence is represented by Siaible symbols, a thing 
which is never done for a mere abstraction elsewhere in Script- 


No _— prosopopoeia 
here. 
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ure, and is, indeed, logically preposterous. For the propriety 
of the material symbol depends wholly on some metaphorical 
resemblance between the accidents of the matter, and the attri- 
butes of the Being symbolized; e. g., Shekinah represents God. 
Its brightness represents His glory. Its purity—His holiness. Its _ 
fierce heat—His jealousy, &c., &c. Now, if the dove, Matt. iii: 
16, and the fiery tongue, Acts ii : 3, symbolize the Holy Ghost, 
and He an abstraction, the analogy has to be sought between the 
accidents or qualities of the dove and the fire, and the attributes 
' of anabstraction! (Quzd rides.) But moreover, in Matt. iii: 16, 
the three persons all attest their presence at once—the Father, in 
His voice from heaven ; the Son, in His human person; the Spirit, 
in the descending dove. Here, surely, the dove does not person- 
ate an abstract attribute of the Father or Son, for this would be 
to personate them as possessing that attribute. But they, at the 
moment, had their distinct personal representations. 

(e) The personality of the Holy Ghost is most plainly im- 
plied in the act of sinning against Him, committed by Ananias. 
Avets vi: 3, Israel; Isvixii: 10; the Pharisees Mattxim 22: 
Some one may say: that 1 Tim. vi: I, speaks of the sin of 
blasphemy against God’s word and doctrine. Such an explan- 
ation is impossible in the above cases, and especially in Matt. 
xii: 31, 32. For if the Holy Ghost only represents an attribute of 
God, then to blaspheme that attribute is simply to blaspheme 
God, Butin this case, the acts of blaspheming the Father and 
Son, are expressly distinguished from that of blaspheming the 
Holy Ghost, and have different grades of guilt assigned them. 

(f) It is also implied that the Holy Ghost is a Person, by 
the distinction made between Him and His gifts. 1 Cor. xit: 
4, 8. Ifthe Holy Ghost were an influence, or exertion of God’s 
power on the creature, as He must be held to be in these places, 
by Socinians, then He would be virtually here, the gift of a 
gift! This leads us to notice a class of texts, in which the 
Socian explanation appears supremely ridiculous; it is those in 
which the Holy Ghost is distinguished from the power of God. 
Now, if He be but a name of God’s influences and energies 
upon the souls of men, the general word power, (duvayuc) ought 
to represent the idea of Him with substantial correctness. Then, 
when Luke iv: 14 says: Christ returned from the desert to 
Galilee “in the power of the Spirit,” it is equivalent to: “Inthe 
power of the power.” Acts.i: 8. But ye shall receive power, 
after that the holy power is come unto you.” 1 Cor, ii: 4. 
“And my speech and my“preaching’ were not with enticing 
words of man’s wisdom, but in demonstration of the power, and 
of power.” Also Acts x: 38; Rom. xv: 13, 19. 

The Holy Ghost then, is not an abstraction, nor an influ- 
ence merely, but a Person, in the full sense in which that word 
is applied to the Father and Son, possessing will and active 
principles, intelligence, and action. 
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The next step is to prove His proper divinity ; and this has 
... now become comparatively easy. We fol- 
dee ai ate PersonisDi- iow the familiar order, showing that He has 
in Scripture the names, attributes, works, 
and worship of God. The principles upon which the argument 
proceeds, are the same already unfolded in the argument for 
the divinity of Christ. (a) We find the name Jehovah applied 
to the Spirit. by comparing Exod. xvii: 7, with Heb. iii: 9; 2 
pam. Mil: p2,ls.!vis)9, swith Acts: xsevili't 265" possibly’ Jer. 
Meoki2) (31; compared with tteb. scnit 5: ~The name God) is by 
_ plain implication ascribed to Him in Acts v: 3, 4, &c., and I 
Cor. i: 16, with vi: 19. The name Highest, seems to be given 
Him in Luke i: 35. (b) The attributes are ascribed to Him; as 
omnipresence, implied by 1 Cor. iii: 16, and by the promises 
of the Holy Ghost to an innumerable multitude of Christians 
at once. Omniscience, 1 Cor. ii: 10, with v. 11; omnipresence, 
I Cor. xii: 13. The same thing appears from His agency in 
inspiration and prophecy. Jno. xvi: 13; 2 Pet. i: 21. Sov- 
ereignty, I Cor. xii: 11. (c) The works of God, as of creation, 
Gen. 1: 2. Preservation, Ps. civ: 30. Miracles, Matt. xii: 28; 
1 Cor. xii: 4. Regeneration and sanctification, Jno. iii: 5; 1 
Demi aliiyi ete l hess)nit igh!) ay Pee ia> Resurréction of 
the dead, Rom. viii: 11. (d) The worship of God is also attri- 
buted to Him, in the formula of Baptism, the Apostolic bene- 
diction, and the prayer of Rev.i: 4. Other passages cited 
seem to me of very questionable application. 

Against the Spirit’s personality, it has been urged, that it 
is preposterous to speak of a Person as shed 
forth, poured out; as constituting the mate-. 
rial of an anointing, as in I Jno. ii: 27; whereas, if the Holy 
Ghost is understood as only a name for God’s influences, the 
figure is proper. The answer is, that the Holy Spirit’s gifts 
are meant, when the giver is named, a most common and natu- 
ral metonymy. The expressions are surely no harder to 
reconcile, than those of “putting on Christ,” to be “ baptized 
into Christ.” Eph. v: 30; Rom. xiii: 14; Gal. ii: 27. 

To the proper divinity of the Holy Ghost it has been 
objected, that He is evidently subordinate, inasmuch as He 
is sent by the Father and the Son, and is limited in His messa- 
ges by what they commit to Him. -John xvi: 7, 13. The 
obvious answer is, that this subordination is only economical, 
relating to the official work to which the Divine Spirit conde- 
scends for man’s redemption, and it no more proves His 
inferiority, than the humiliation of the Son, His. 

The Nicene Creed, as settled A. D. 381, by the Council of 
Constantinople, had stated that the Holy 
Ghost proceedeth from the Father, saying 
nothing of any procession from the Son. 
But the Western Doctors, especially Augustine, leaned more 


Objections answered. 


' 4. History of Ques- 
tion of Procession. 
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and more towards the view, that His personal relation connected 
Him in the same inscrutable way, with the Father and the Son. 
As the Arian Christians of the Gothic nations, who had occu- 
pied the Western provinces of the empire, began to come into 
the Orthodox Catholic Church, it was judged more important, 
to assert the procession of the Holy Ghost from the Son 
equally with the Father, in order to eradicate any lingering ideas 
of a subordination of substance in the Son, which converts 
from Arianism might be supposed to feel. Hence, we are told, 
a provincial council in Toledo, A. D. 458, first enacted that the 
Latin form of the creed should receive the addition of the 
words, filiogue. But this, although popular in Spain and 
France, was not adopted in Rome, even so late as A. D. 809, 
when Charlemagne endeavored in vain to secure its adoption 
by the Bishop of Rome. But the Latin Christians were contin- 
ually using it more extensively, to the indignation of the 
Greeks. This addition, as yet unwarranted, was the bone of 
contention (along with others,) throughout the gth and subse- 
quent centuries. The Latin Primate seems to have sanctioned 
the addition to the creed, about the 11th century, proceeding 
upon that general doctrinal consent, which the Latin Church had, 
for so many centuries, held to be the voice of inspiration, accord- 
ing to the rnaxim of Vincentius of Lerins. Inthe great Council 
of Lyons, A. D. 1374, the Greeks, eager for a compromise, on 
account of the pressure of the Mohammedans, submitted to the 
Latin doctrine. But they soon returned to their old views with 
new violence. Again, in 1439, the kingdom of Constantinople, 
then tottering to its fall, submitted to a partial compromise, in 
order to secure Western support; and it was agreed in the 
Council of Florence (adjourned to Pisa,) that it should be said: 
the Holy Ghost proceedeth from:the Father through the Son. 
But even this, the Greeks soon repudiated; and both parties 
have returned, ever since, to their opposition. 

To the dispassionate mind, the dispute cannot but appear 
of small importance, and the grounds of both 
parties uncertain.. The basis on which the 
idea itself of an eternal and necessary rela- 
tion of procession rests, seems to me scarcely sufficiently solid 
without the analogy of the Son. It is composed of the facts 
that the Holy Ghost is called the Spirit, (zvevya,) of the 
Father, (from zvew,) and that in one solitary passage, (John xv: 
26,) it is said, He “proceedeth from the Father.” All parties 
admit, that if there is such an eternal relation as. procession, it 
is inscrutable. On the one hand, the Greeks. rely on the fact 
that He is never said to proceed from the Son; and on the 
ancient view of the Greek scholastic fathers, that the Father 
alone is the Aoyy, or 2777’ Ocov. On the other hand, the Latins 
urge, that the Holy Ghost is stated to be related to the Son, in 
the Scriptures, in every way, except procession, just as He is 


Argument Inconclu- 
sive. 
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to the Father. He is the “Spirit of the Son,” as well as the 
Spirit of the Father, (and they suppose the very name, Spirit, 
expresses His eternal relation as much as the word procession. ) 
He is sent by the Son, and He is sent by the Father; He 
shows the things of the Son as much as those of the Father; 
for Christ says, (John xvi: 15,) ‘All things that the Father hath 
are mine.” But as Dick well observes: unless it can be proved 
that spiration, mission, and speaking the things of Christ, 
exhaust the whole meaning of procession, the demonstration is 
not complete. And since the whole meaning of procession is 
not intelligible to human minds, that quality of meaning cannot 
be known, except by an express assertion of God Himself. 
Such an express word we lack; and hence, it appears to me, 
that this is a subject on which we should not dogmatize. Should 
it be that the Son does not share with the Father the eternal 
spiration of the Spirit, this would no more imply an essential 
inferiority of the second Person, than does his filiation. The 
essence is common to the three Persons; the relations incom- 
municable. Enough for us to know the blessed truth, that 
under the Covenant of Grace, the Divine Spirit condescends 
economically to commit the dispensation of His saving influ- 
ences to the Son as our king, and to come at His bidding, 
according to the agreement, to subdue, sanctify, and save us. 
It may be said, that, as there is a peculiar point of view from 
which the grace, condescension and majesty of both the other 
persons are especially displayed, calling for our gratitude and 
reverence, so the same thing is true of the Holy Ghost. The 
Father condescends, in giving his Son. The Son, in assuming 
our nature and guilt; and the Spirit, in making His immediate 
abiding place in our guilty breasts, and there purging out the 
depravity, which His majesty and justice, as very God, would 
rather prompt Him to avenge. 
. The nature of the offices performed by the 2d and 3d 
piiemiy of and Persons in redemption, implies and demands a 
and 3d persons prov- proper divinity. This argument will require 
A by offices in re- us to anticipate some truths concerning the 
Ger opt mediatorial offices, and the doctrines of 
redemption; but I trust that sufficient general knowledge 
exists in all well-informed young Christians, to make the dis- 
cussion intelligible to them. This argument is peculiarly 
important and interesting, although too little urged by theolo- 
gians, ancient or modern... It shows that this high mystery of 
the Trinity has a most extensive practical aspect; and that the 
scheme of the Socinian not only impugns a mystery, but makes 
havoc of the Christian’s most practical hopes. 

Christ performs the work of our redemption in three 
offices, as prophet, priest, and king. The offices of the Holy 
Ghost, in applying redemption, connect themselves with the 
first in enlightening and guiding us, and with the third in con- 


hed 
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verting us. I shall, therefore, couple the evidence of His 
_divinity from those two offices, with what I have to say of the 
Son’s under the same heads. 
ist. Christ and His Spirit cannot be the sufficient guides of 
Christ and Holy @ immortal spirit, unless they have a truly 
Ghost, as Guides,must infinite understanding. If our view be lim- 
poy ae ited only to the preparation of a Bible for us, 
and all the constant, varied, endless, inward guidance be left 
out of view, then the wonder would be, how one moderate vol- 
ume could be made to contain principles sufficient for an 
infinite diversity of applications. No human book does this. 
To draw up, select topics for, digest such a code, required 
omniscience. | 

But this is not all. We have daily inward guidance, by the 
Holy Ghost and providences applying the word. Now, so end- 
lessly diversified and novel are the exigencies of any one soul, 
and so eternal and infinite the consequence connected, it may 
be, with any one act, that it requires an infinite understanding to 
lead one soul, infallibly, through its mortal life, in such a way 
as to insure safe consequences to all eternity. How much 
more to lead all Christians at once? 

But this is not all. Saints will be under duty in heaven. 
They will have approached towards moral stability and wisdom 
to an indefinite degree, by means of their ages of holy action 
and strengthening habits. But they will still not be omniscient 
nor absolutely immutable. These perfections belong to God 
only. Toa fallible creature, every precept and duty implies a 
possible error and transgression, just as a right branch in a 
highway implies a left. But as the saint’s existence is pro- 
traeted to immortality, the number and variety of these moral 
exigencies become literally infinite. Hence, had he only a 
finite wisdom and holiness to guide him through them, the pos- 
sibility of error, sin and fall at some one of these tests, would 
become a probability, and would grow ever towards a violent 
one, approaching a certainty. The gospel promises that the 
saint’s glorified state shall be everlasting and infallible. This 
can only be accomplished by his having the guidance of infi- 
nite perfections. But since we are assured that “the Lamb is 
their light,’ we see at once, that his light is none other than 
that of omniscience. 3 

2d. None but a properly divine being could undertake 

eee Christ’s priestly work. Had he been the 
scr ahetawine ’ noblest creature in heaven, his life and pow- 
ers would have been the property of God, 

our offended Judge; and our Advocate could not have claimed, 
as He does, John x: 18, that He had efovoray to lay down His 
life and to take it again. Then: unless above law, He could 
have no imputable, active obedience. Third: unless sustained 
by omnipotence, unless sustained by inward omnipotence, He 
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could never have endured the wrath of the Almighty for the 
sins of the world; it would have sunk Him into perdition. 
Fourth: had there not been a divine nature to reflect an infi- 
nite dignity upon His person, His suffering the curse of sin for 
a few years, would not have been a satisfaction sufficient to 
propitiate God for the sins of a world. After the sacrifice, 
comes intercession. His petitioners and their wants are so 
numerous, that unless He were endowed with sleepless atten- 
tion, an omnipotence which can never tire, an infinite under- 
standing, omnipresence, and exhaustless kindness, He could 
not wisely and graciously attend to so many and multifarious 
calls. Here we see how worthless are Popish intercessors, who 
are only creatures. 

3. Christ, through His Holy Ghost, begins His kingly 

' _ work with us, by “subduing us unto Him- 
Vise Mime mustbed- self” This is effected in the work of regen- 

eration. Now we shall see, when we discuss 
effectual calling, that this is a directly almighty work. Our 
sanctification also demands omniscience. For he who would 
cure the ulcer, must probe it; but the heart is deceitful beyond 
all created ken. If the Holy Ghost, who is the practical, 
indwelling agent of these works, is a creature, then we have 
but acreature redemption, no matter how divine the Beings 
that send Him. For the channel of communication to our 
souls being finite, the communications would be limited. If 
you have the whole Atlantic Ocean connected with your reser- 
voir by an.inch pipe, you can draw but an inch of water at 
once. The vastness of the source does you no good, beyond 
the calibre of the connecting pipe. 

Moreover, Christ has all power committed to His hand, 
for the Church’s good. It requires omniscience to. comprehend 
this, and omnipotence to wield it, especially when we recall the 
power of our enemies. See, Rom. viii:'38, 39; Eph. vi: 12: 

In fine, all is enhanced, when we remember that our stake 
is the soul, our all, whose loss is irreparable. There is no com- 
_fort unless we have an infallible dependence. 


LECTURE XIX. 
PERSONAL DISTINCTIONS IN THE TRINITY. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. State the opinions of Socinians, Arians and Orthodox, concerning the genera- 
dion and filiation of the Son. 

Turrettin, Loc. ii, Qu. 27 and 29. Hill’s Divinity, bk, iii, ch. 10. Dr. S. 
Hopkins’ System, Vol. i, p. 362, &c. Dick, Lect. 29. Cunningham’s Hist. 
Theol., ch. 9, 2 3. Knapp, 343. Alexander Campbell, ‘‘ Christian System,” 
ch. 4. 

2. What were the opinions of the ante-Nicene Fathers, concerning the subordina- 
tion, of the 2nd and 3d Persons, the three-fold generation of the Son, and the distinc- 
tion of Adyoc evdsa¥eTog and Adyoc Lpodgopikoc ? 

The same citations. Knapp, Lect. 42. Neander, Ch. Hist., Vol. i, p. 585. 

3. Prove the eternal generation of the Son; refute the common objections, and 
overthrow the Socinian and Arian explanations thereof. 

Same citations. ‘‘ Letters on the Eternal Sonship of Christ,’ by Dr. Samuel 
Miller, iii, iv. Watsun’s Theol. Inst., pt. n, ch. 12, 3 5. 
4. What is the difference between the generation of the Son, and the Procession 
of the Spirit? Can the latter be proved eternal? : 
Same citations. 
I THE discussions and definitions of the more formal and 
* scholastic Theologians, concerning the personal distinctions 
in the Godhead, have always seemed to me to present a strik- 
ing instance of the reluctance of the human mind to confess its 
own weakness. For, let any read them with the closest atten- 
tion, and he will perceive that he has acquired little more than 
a set of terms, whose abstruseness serves to conceal from him 
their practical lack of meaning. It is debated whether the 
personal distinction is real, or formal, or virtual, or personal, or 
modal. ‘Turrettin decides that it may best be called modal — 
i. e., as a distinction in the modus subsistendi. But what those 
modes of subsistence are, remains none the less inscrutable; 
and the chief reason why the term modal is least objectionable, 
seems to be that it is most general. After all, the mind must be 
content with these facts, the truth of which it may apprehend, | 
although their full meaning cannot be comprehended by us; 
that there is an eternal and necessary distinction between the 
essence and the persons, the former being absolute, and the 
latter relative; that the whole essence is truly in each person, 
with all its attributes; that yet the essence is not divided or 
distributed between them, but single and indivisible; that the 
distinction of persons is one truly subsisting, subsisting eter- 
nally by the very necessity of the divine hature, and not merely 
relative to our apprehensions of it; and that the persons are 
not convertible the one into the other, nor the properties of the 
one predicable of another. 
Each Person has its peculiar property, which is not indeed 
constitutive of, but distinctive of it. ‘The 
property of the Father is to be unbegotten; . 


Personal Properties. 
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-of the Son, generation; and of the Spirit, procession. Hence, 
three characteristic relations—in the Father, paternity; in the 
Son, filiation; and in the Holy Ghost, spiration. That there 
are such properties and relations, we know; what they are, we 
do not know. 

We find ourselves speaking almost inevitably of Ist, 2d, 

and 3d persons; thus implying some order 
ee the Per- in the persons. No orthodox Christian, of 

course, understands this order as relating to 
a priority of time, or of essential dignity. To what, then, 
does it relate? And is there any substantial reason for assign- 
ing such an order at all? We reply: There must be; when 
we find that where the three persons are mentioned by Scrip- 
ture, in connection, as in Matt. xxviii: 19, &c., &c., they are 
usually mentioned as Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, and not in 
reversed order; that in all allusions to the properties and rela- 
lations of the three, the Father is always spoken of (e. g. the 
word Father) by some term or trait implying primary rank, and 
the other two, by some implying secondariness; as Christ is 
His Son, the Holy Ghost His Spirit; they are sent, He the 
Sender; and in their working, there is always a sort of refer- 
ence to the Father’s primariness, (if I may coin a word,) 
directing their operation. See also Jno. v; 26; x: 38; xiv: 11; 
Saritco le tdelb).1 23. 

But if it be asked, what is the primariness, the answer is not 
so easy. It was the usual answer of the ante- 
Nicene, and especially the Greek Fathers, 
that it indicated the order of derivation, that 
the personality of the Son is from that of the Father, not the 
Father’s from the Son; and so of the Holy Ghost. (And so far, 
it must be allowed, the fair force of the Scripture facts just 
stated, carries them properly enough.) The Father they 
regarded as dvatteoc, as z7x7y Oeovd, or Apyy Oeov, the Son and 
Holy Ghost as atreoetoz, as Osoe ex Ocov, and as deriving their 
personal subsistence from the eternal act ofthe Father in com- 
municating the divine essence to them in those modes of 
subsistence. And this view was embodied in both forms of the 
Nicene Creed, of A. D. 325 and 381, where the Son is called, 
“God of God, Light of Light, and very God of very God;” 
language never applied to the Father astotheSon. Their idea 
is, that the Father, the original Godhead, eternally generates 
the person, not the substance of the Son, and produces by pro- 
cession the person, not the substance of the Holy Ghost, by 
inscrutably communicating the whole indivisible divine 
substance, essentially identical with Himself in these two modes 
of subsistence; thus eternally causing the two persons, by 
causing the two additional modes of subsistence. This state- 
ment, they suppose, was virtually implied in the very relation 
of terms, Father and His Son, Father and His zvedya, by the 


View of Greek 
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primariness of order always assigned to the Father, and by the 
distinction in the order of working. And they relied upon this 
view to vindicate the doctrine of the Trinity from the charge of 
tritheism. You will probably think, with me, that its value for 
this last purpose is questionable, for this reason: that the modes 
of subsistence of the persons being wholly inscrutable, the 
true answer to the charge of tritheism is to be found for our 
minds, in that fact, coupled with the Scriptural affirmation, that 
God is one as truly as the personsare three. Hence no explan- 
ation of the derivation of one subsistence from another really 
brings us any nearer to the secret, howit is one and three. But 
the answers, which the advocates of this Patristic view pre- 
sented to objections, seem to my mind much more consistent 
than Dick would intimate. Was it objected, that they repre- 
sented the 2d and 3d persons as beginning to exist, and thus 
robbed them ofita the selfexistence “andy etermmmiy 7 Miese 
Fathers could answer with justice: No; the processes of 
personal derivation were eternal, immanent processes, and the 
Father has a personal priority, not in time, but only in causation ; 
e. g.. the sun’s rays have existed precisely as long as he has; 
yet the rays are from the sun and not the sun from the rays. 
And the 2d. person may be derived as to His personality, 
deoc éx Ueov, and yet self-existent God; because His essence is 
the one self-existent essence, and it is only His personality which 
is derived. They regard self-existence as an attribute of 
essence, not of person. Was it objected that these derived 
personalities were unequal to the Ist. person? They answer: 
No; because the Father put His whole essence in the two 
other modes of subsistence. Was it said, that then the personal 
subsistence of the 2d. and 3d. was dependent on the good 
pleasure of the Ist.; and, therefore, revocable at His pleasure? 
They answered, that the generation and procession were not 
free, contingent acts, but necessary and essential acts, free 
indeed, yet necessitated by the very perfection of the eternal 
substance. You will perceive that I have not used the word 
subordination, but derivation, to express this personal relation. 
If you ask me whether I adopt the Patristic view, thus cleared, 
as my own, I reply, that there seems to me nothing in it 
inconsistent with revealed truth; yet it seems to me rather a 
rational explanation of revealed facts, than a revealed fact itself. 
On such a subject, therefore, none should dogmatize. 

It may be well to explain, also, how the Rationalizing 
Fathers connected their theory of the Trinity 
with this generation of the Son. Attempting 
to comprehend the Divine essence through the analogy of the 
human spirit, and according to the Platonic metaphysics, they ’ 
said that the Son or Adyoz, is God’s Reason or intellective action ; 
and the Holy Ghost His dv, or emotive and vital activity. In 
the ages of eternity the Son was the doyo¢ évdéeadetoc, or 


Adyoc évdidde_toc, &c. 
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Ratio tnsita, God's reason acting only by self-comprehension, 
according to Prov. vii: 22: Johni: 2. ‘When, in time, God 


_ began to effectuate His decree in works ot creation and provi- 


dence, He became the Aoyos zyodopmos, or ratio prolata. When 
at length He was born of the flesh for man’s redemption, He be- 
came the Aoyog evoapxxos, incarnate. Hence, the Father may be 
said to have made three productions of the Son—one from 
eternity, one when, in time, the Son was sent out as Agent of 
God’s working, one when He was born of the Virgin. 

This is the transition point, to enable us te comprehend the 
views of the Arians concerning Christ’s gen- 
eration. These heretics usually admitted the 
justice of the metaphysical explanation of 
God’s immanent acts. But, said they, as the human mind has 
not one, but a numerous series of acts of intellection, vonyara, so 
a fortiori, the infinite mind of God. ‘There is, of course, some 
primary vojya, and this is the eternal, immanent Aoyoc of John 
i: 2. There are other voyyata in the divine mind, and some 
one of these is the one embodied, in time, in the creation of 
the Son, “ by whom He made the worlds.” Thus they endeav- 
oured to reconcile the creation of the Son out of nothing, with 
the eternity of a dAoyos. How worthless all this is, I need 


3. Is Christ’s Gener- 
ation eternal. 


‘not say. 


The Arians, like all others, heterodox and orthodox, find 
in the Scriptures ascriptions of a peculiar 
Sonship of Christ, needing some explanation. 
And we might as well array the more general 
of these Scripture representations here, as at a later stage of 
the discussion. I shall then pursue the ‘method of bringing the 
several explanations of the Arian, Socinian, and orthodox, to 


Scripture language 
thereon. 


tle test-of these Scriptures... he Messiah is called the Son of ha 


God, directly or indirectly, once in the Old Testament, and ~ 
about one hundred and sixteen times in the New Testament, 
and the Father receives that title two hundred and twenty 
times; while no creature is ever called the Son of God, in the 
singular number, except Adam. Luke iii: 38. And there the 
peculiarity is accounted for by the fact that it was the Evangel- 
ist’s purpose to show that Adam, like Christ, had no human 
father. Christ is God’s beloved Son. Matt iit: 17; xvii: 5; 
Mark i: 11, &c. He is the Son who alone knoweth the Father. 
Dukes 22, .noaxe 455. and who, seveals Him.t,dde; claims 
God as “ His own Father,” in such a sense as to make the Jews 
believe that He made Himself equal with God. Jno. v: 17-19. 
He is a Son to be honoured as the Father is. Jno. v: 23. He 
doeth whatever He seeth the Father do. Jno. v: 19. Hes 
one with the Father. Jno. x: 30. Heisin the bosom of the 
Father, though incarnate. Jno. i: 18; and is the only-begotten 
of the Father. Jno.i:14; and ZOWTOTOKO adars xtiasug. Col. 

Piso ler, surely, i is evidence of some peculiar relation other 
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than that borne by God’s rational, or even His holy creatures 
generally. 

Now, says the Arian, this Divine Creature is called the 
Son, and only-begotten, because He is the 
first Creature the Father ever produced out 
of nothing, and the only one whom He produced immediately, 
by His own agency; all subsequent productions, including 
those of the Holy Ghost, being through the agency of this Son. 
He is called Son, moreover, because He has received a peculiar 
adoption, is deputized God to other creatures, and a splendid 
creature-image of the divine glory. He is also called Son, as 
being born by miraculous power of a virgin, and being consti- 
tuted God’s Messenger to fallen man. And last: He is Son, 
as being the Heir, by adoption, of God’s throne and glory. 

The Socinian makes Jesus Christ only a holy man: and in 
his eyes His peculiar Sonship means nothing 
more than that He was born of a virgin 
without human father, that He was adopted by God, and 
endued with most eminent spiritual endowments, that He was 
sent forth as God’s chosen mouth-piece to call a fallen race to 
repentance and obedience; and that He received the privilege of 
an immediate glorification, including His resurrection, ascension, 
and exaltation to God’s throne. 

But among Trinitarians themselves there are some, who 

paid ote abet give to Christ’s Sonship a merely temporal 
ae Pe ntcrane meaning. They believe that the 2d and the 
3d persons are as truly divine as we do; 
they believe with us, that there is a personal distinction, which 
has been eternal; but they do not believe that the terms gen- 
eration and procession were ever intended by Scripture to 
express that eternal relation. On the contrary, they suppose 
that they merely denote the temporal functions which the 
persons assume for man’s redemption. Such appears to have 
been the view of the Hollander Roell, of Dr. Ridgeley, in Eng; 
of Emmons and Moses Stuart, of New Eng.; and of the 
notorious Alex. Campbell. 

Now, to begin with the lowest scheme, the Socinian: it 

Pisce utterly fails at the first blush of the contest. 
fails. It does not explain why Christ is called the 
Son, while all other creatures are called sons 

in the plural only. It does not explain why He was the 
beloved Son, why He comprehended and revealed the Father, 
why He was of equal honour, and identical substance, rather 
than other holy creatures. It utterly fails to explain why He 
is only-begotten; for Adam was begotten by God’s direct 
power, not only without father, but without mother. His — 
endowments and His mission only differed, according to Socin- 
ians, in degree from those of other prophets, who were, there- 
fore, in this sense, as truly sons as He. And last: His resur- 


Arian Exposition. 


Socinian explanation. 
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rection and glorification leave Him behind Enoch and Elijah, 
who were translated. 
The Arian scheme also fails to explain how His Sonship 
made Him one with the Father, and of equal 
reas explanation honour; how it capacitates Him to be the 
revealer and image of the Father's person 
and glory in a manner generically different from all other crea- 
tures; and how it proves Him only-begotten. It leaves unsat- 
isied the declaration, that while they were ztocs, He was 
mowtotoxog: and begotten before every creature; so that He 
would be produced in a totally different way from, and pro- 
duced before, the whole creature class to which, on their 
scheme, He belongs! And last, like the Socinian scheme, it 
leaves wholly unexplained how a creature (therefore finite) 
could be competent to the exercise of all the works he.seeth 
the Father do, and to a divine glorification. 

Against the third view I would urge the general force of 
the passages I collected above. It may at 
least be said, that if it were not intended to 
teach that the permanent personal distinction 
was that of filiation, the Scriptures have been singularly unfor- 
tunate. But I shall proceed to cite other authorities, which are 
more decisive of the point. In doing this I shall be also adding 
to the overthrow of the Arian and Socinian views by an a@ 
fortiort argument. For if a scheme of temporal filiation, 
coupled with the admission of a true and eternal, though 
unnamed, personal distinction, will not satisfy the meaning of 
the texts; still less will the scheme of a temporal filiation 
which denies the eternity and divinity of the 2d person. 

(a) In a number of passages it is said, that God “sent,” 

Tee eee ars uBave,. &c., His Son: en8., Rom. With" God 

GaN svhen Sent sending his own Son, in the likeness of sin- 

bulotlesineg Gey Sop moO. iis 1) nosis 

iv: 9; Gal. iv: 4; Acts ii: 26. Now, who would dream that 

when God says, ‘‘ He sends the Son in the flesh,’ He was not 

His Son before, but was made such by the sending? See also 
ToPaigdii< 16" 1 Jno. iii: 8. 

The three Old Testament passages, Ps. ii: 7; Prov. viii: 7; 
22, 23; Micah v: 2, are advanced with great 
subtlety and force by Turrettin. He favours, 
for the first, the interpretation of the to. 
day” easel begotten thee,”) as the punctum stans, or eter- 
nal now, of the divine decree. The great objection is, that the 
idiom and usage of the Psalms do not sustain it. It is better, 
with Calvin and Hengstenberg, to understand the verb, “ have 
begotten,” according to a frequent Hebrew usage, as equivalent 
to the manifestation, or declaration, of His generation. This 
took place when Christ was revealed to His Church. The pass- 
age then does not prove, but neither does it disprove, the 


Only an eternal Gen- 
eration meets the texts. 
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eternity of His generation. In this text, as well as Prov. viii: 
22, 23, Turrettin argues the identity of the subject with Jesus 
Christ, with great force. In Micah v: 2, the application to 
Jesus Christ is indisputable, being fixed by Matt. ii: 6. The 


relevancy of the text to His eternal generation depends on two 
points — whether the phrase “ going forth,” Nevin means gen- 
IT 


eration or production, or only manifestation in action; and 
whether the phrase “from of old, from days of forever” means 
eternity, or only antiquity. As to the former question, we are 
shut up to the first meaning of generation, by the usage. 
(Gesenius giving only “ origin, descent,”) and by the considera- 
tion that Christ's manifestation in action has not been eternal. 
As to the second question, the sense of proper eternity is cer- 
tainly the most natural. The only plausible rendering besides 
the one given by Turrettin is the one hinted by Gesenius: 
(“whose descent is from antiquity ;” referring to the antiquity 
of Christ’s human lineage.) And manifestly this gives to the 
noun the perverted sense of channels of descent instead of act 
of production, its proper meaning. 

(c) We find another argument for the eternal generation 
of the Son, in a number of passages, as the 
Baptismal formula; the Apostolic benedic- 
tion; Matt. xis:27;.Lukenxc 7228 Jmetyei2), 
x: 33-37; Rom. vili: 32; &c., &c. In all these cases the word 
Son is used in immediate connection with the word Father, so 
that it is impossible to avoid the conclusion that the one is 
reciprocal to the other. The Son is evidently Son in a sense 
answering to that in which the Father is Father. But do these 
passages permit us to believe that the first Person here receives 
that term, only because He has produced a human nature in 
which to clothe the Son, when the two first passages give an 
enumeration of the three divine Persons as making up the 
Godhead, presented in its most distinctive divine attitude, 
receiving the highest acts of worship, and ail the others bring 
to view acts in which the Father and Son mutually share 
essentially divine acts or honours? It is plain that the pater- 
nity here means something characteristic and permanent; so, 
then, does the filiation. 

(d) In Rom. 1: 3, 4; we read that the “Son of God was 
made of the seed of David according to the 
flesh, declared with power opccdévtog to be 
the Son of God according to the Spirit of Holiness,” &c. 
Here we not only find the evidence of head (a) that the Son 
was made flesh, and so was Son before; but the evident anti- 
thesis between the flesh and the Spirit of holiness, His divine 
nature, compels us to read that His resurrection forcibly mani- 
fested Him to be God’s Son as to-His divine nature, even as He 
was David’s as to His human. But if His filiation to God 
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respects His divine nature, as contrasted with His human, the 
question is settled. 

(e) I may’ Sheet ee two eke sinter passages, Col. 

> 14-17; and Heb. i: 3-6. The Sonship 
iS ate not merely the incarnation, when it 
is stated to be a begetting before every crea- 
ture! The Sonas Son, and not as incarnate only, is represented 
in both passages as performing divine functions, as representing 
the Father’s nature and glory; whence we must infer that His 
Sonship is something belonging to His divinity, not His human- 
ity merely. And in Heb. v: 5, 6, the Apostle seems to aim 
explicitly to separate His Sonship from that of all others as 
divine and? peculiar... Consider thus’: Heb. 1:2; iii: 5,6; vii: 
3, and vii: 28. In a word, the generation of the Son, and 
procession of the Spirit, however mysterious, are unavoidable 
corollaries from two facts. The essence of the Godhead is 
one; the persons are three. If these are both true, there must 
be some way, in which the Godhead multiplies its personal 
modes of subsistence, without multiplying or dividing its sub- 
stance. The Scriptures call one of these modes a yéveors and 
the other an SATONEVOE, We thus learn two truths. The 2d 
and 3d substances are eternally propagated in dissimilar modes. 
The inscrutable mode of the 2d substance bears some ey. 
ous analogy to the generation of human sons. 

It has been supposed that the following texts were repug- 
nant to our view, by showing that the filiation 
had a temporal origin in Christ’s incarnation 
and exaltation as a mediatorial Person: Matt: xvi: 16; Luke 
i: 35; Jno. i: 49; seem, it is said, to imply that His Sonship is 
nothing else than His Messiahship, and in Jno. x: 35, 36; it is 
said, He states Himself to be Son because sanctified and 
sent into the world by the Father. The answer is, that this 
argument confounds the traits which define Him as Son with 
those which constitute Him the Son. To say that the Messiah, 
the Sent, is the one who is Son, is far short of saying that these 
offices make Himthe Son.’ It is said that Acts xiii: 33, and Col. 
i: 18 refer the Sonship to his resurrection, the former of these 
passages especially, citing Ps. ii: 7in support of that view. Ire- 
ply, that it is only a mistranslation which seems to make Acts xiil 
: 33 relate to Christ’s resurrection atall. We should read, in that 
God hath set up (as Messiah) Jesus: as it is written in the 2hd Ps.: 
“Thou art my Son: this day have I begotten Thee.” Here we 
see a striking confirmation of the sense given above to this Ps. 
viz: that Christ’s Sonship was declaratively manifested by His 
installment as Messiah. In the Col.i: 18; Christ is said to be 
the zowrotoxos 2x toy vexpw@v. But evidently the concluding words 
should explain the meaning: ‘“ That in all things He might have 
the pre-eminence,” in the resurrection of New Testament saints, 
as well as in an eternal generation. 

14* 
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Once more, it is claimed that Luke i: 35; plainly defines 
the incarnation as the ground of the Sonship. The simplest 
reply is, that the divine nature (compare Rom.i-: 4;) was 
never born of the virgin, but only the humanity. This nature, 
thus united in the mediatorial Person, was called God’s Son, 
because of its miraculous generation, so that the whole media- 
torial person, in both natures, might be Son of God; that which 
is eternal, eternally Son, and that which is temporal, temporally 
Son. If the adverse rendering is to hold, then, (a) the Holy 
Ghost, and not the First Person, is the Father of Christ, and (b) 
His Sonship would be only equal to Adam's. 

In fine, there is a general argument for the eternal genera- 
tion of the Son, in the simple fact the Scrip- 
ture has chosen this most simple and import- © 
ant pair of words to express a relation | 
between the first and second Persons. There must have been 
a reason for the choice, there must be something corresponding 
to the well-known meaning of this pair of words, else eternal 
truth would not have employed them. That meaning must of 
course be compatible with God’s immateriality and eternity, 
and must be stripped of all the elements arising from man’s 
corporeal and finite nature and temporal existence. It is not 
corporeal generation, nor generation in time; but after strip- 
ping it of all this, do we not inevitably get this, as the vesteduum 
of meaning, that the personal subsistence of the Son is deriva- 
tive, though eternal, and constitutes His nature the same with . 
the Father’s? 

4. It isa remarkable fact, that while so many terms and 

traits belonging to generation are given to 

PS ois Relation of the 2d Person, not one of them is ever given 
oly Ghost. 3 ‘ aoe 

in Scripture tothe: 4d) sHeusindeed=* sents 

as the Son is “sent;” but this is in both cases, not the modal, 

but merely the official term. The nature of the 3d personality 

is always represented by the word “breath,” and his production 

is only called a “proceeding out” The inference seems fair, 

that the mode of personal subsistence, and the personal relation © 

is therefore different from that of the Son. But as both are 

inscrutable, we cannot tell in what they differ. See Turrettin, 
eocus: 35 Ous 2ies$:3: | 

The evidence for the eternity of this personal relation 
between the Spirit and the other two Per- 
sons, is much more scanty than that for the 
eternity of the Son’s filiation. In only one place, Jno. xv: 26,// 
is the Holy Ghost said to proceed from the Father: If that 
place stood alone, it could never be determined from it whether 
it was intended by our Saviour to define the mode of the eter- 
nal subsistence of the 3d person, or only to denote his official 
function intime. But besides the analogy of the Son’s relation, 
We may infer with reasonable certainty that it intends an 
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eternal relation. As his generation is not a mere commission- 
ing in time, so the Spirit’s procession is not a mere sending or 
an office in time.. Otherwise the symmetry of the doctrine of 
the Trinity would be fatally broken; while the Scriptures hold 
out three co-ordinate Persons, eternally subsisting and related 
as Persons, zzter se, we should be guilty of representing the 3d - 
as bearing no permanent relation to the others. 


LECTURE XX. 
DECREES OF GOD. 


SD 


SYLLABUS. 


1. How do Theologians classify the acts of God? 
Turrettin, Loc.iv, Qu. 1... Dick, Lect. 34. 

2. What is God’s Decree? Wherein different from Fate? What is the dis- 
tinction between permissive and efficacious ? 

Conf. of Faith, ch. 3. Turrettin, ubt supra, and Loc. vi, Qu. 2. Dick, wd 
supra. Calv. Inst., bk. iii, ch. 21. 

3. Establish the following properties of the decree, (a) Unity, (b) .Eternity, (c) 
Universality, embracing especially the future acts of free agents, (d) Efficiency, (e) 
Absoluteness from conditions, (f) Freedom, and (g) Wisdom. 

Turrettin, Loc. iv, Qu. 2, 3 and 4. Hill, bk. iv, ch. 7, 91-3. Dick, «62 supra. 
Watson’s Theol. Inst., ch. 26, 1. Knapp, ee, Witsius on Cov., bk, iii, 
eh.-4. Dr S: Hopkins’ System, Vol. i, p. 13 

4. How may the objections be answered; (a) That the Decree destroys free 
agency and responsibility ; (b) Supersedes the use of means; (c) Makes God the 
author of Sin. 

Turfettin, as above. Dick, Lects. 34 and 36. 


()uR study now leads us from the consideration of God’s na- 

ture to Hisacts. Theologians have usually classified them 

' _ under three sorts. The 1st are God’s imma- 

fed God's acts classi- pent eternal acts, which are wholly subjec- 

tive. These are the generation of the Son, 

and procession of the Holy Ghost. 2d, are God’s immanent and 

eternal acts having reference to objects out of Himself. This 

class includes His decree; an unchangeable and eternal.act of 

God never passing over so as to cease to be His act, yet being 

relative to His creatures. 3d, are God’s transient acts towards 

the universe external; to- Himself, including all His works of 
creation and providence done in time. 

“The decrees of God are His eternal purpose according to 

the counsel of His will, whereby, for His own 
Y glory, He hath foreordained whatsoever comes 
to pass.’ 

Nature and Revelation concur to teach us that God isa 
Being of infinite intelligence, and of will. The eternal object 
of His cognition, as we saw, when investigating His omniscience, 
is nothing less than the whole of the possible ; for the wisdom 
and selection displayed in the creation of the actual, show that 
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there was more before the Divine Mind, than what was effectu- 
ated. But when we inquire for the ground of the difference 
between God’s natural and His voluntary knowledge, we find no 
other than His volition. That is, the only way in which any 
object can by any possibility have passed from God’s vision of 
-the possible into His foreknowledge of the actual, is by His 
purposing to effectuate it Himself, or intentionally and pur- 
posely to permit its effectuation by some other agent whom 
He expressly purposed to bring into existence. This is clear 
from this fact. An effect conceivedin fosse only rises into actu- 
ality by virtue of an efficient cause or causes. When God was 
looking forward from the point of view of His original infinite 
prescience, there was but one cause, Himself. If any other 
cause or agent is ever to arise, it must be by God’s agency. If 
effects are embraced in God’s infinite prescience, which these 
other agents are to produce, still, in willing these other agents 
into existence, with infinite prescience, God did virtually will 
into existence, or purpose, all the effects of which they were to 
be efficients. That this prescience is all-embracing, the Scrip- 
tures assert in too many places. (Acts xv: 18; Is. 42: 9; xlvi: 
10; Ps. cxlvii: 5; Jno.xxi: 17. Hence His purpose must extend 
to all that is, or is to be effectuated. 
The same conclusion follows by a more popular reasoning 
. from God’s power; that power extends to all 
beings and events, and is the source of all 
existence. Now it is impossible for us to conceive how an 
intelligent Being can set about producing anything, save as He 
has the conception of the thing to be produced in His mind, and 
the intention to produce it in His will. Least of all can we 
attribute an unintelligent and aimless working to God. But if 
le is concerned in the production of all things, and had an in- 
telligent purpose with reference to all which He produced, there 
is His decree; and His perfections, as we shall see, forbid our 
imputing any beginning to it. So, the sovereignty of God, 
which regulates all the universe, the doctrine of His providence, 
so fully asserted in Scripture, and His concurring perfections of 
knowledge and wisdom, show that He must have a purpose as 
toall things... See Eph: i: 115 Ps: xxxiis1 i) Other passages, 
extending this purpose specifically to various departments of — 
events, and especially to those concerning which the decree is 
most contested, will be cited in other connections. These also 
are appropriate here. . 
The question whether God’s decrees abide in Him essen- 
tially or accidentally, is but the same with 
that which we saw raised concerning the sim- 


By His Power. 


Is the Decree in God 
Essentially ? 


divines, in order to defend their metaphysical notion of this, 
said that God knows, feels, wills, &c., by His essence, or that 
God’s knowledge is but His essence knowing, &c.. As we then 


plicity of the divine essence. The scholastic . | . 
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coneluded concerning His knowledge, so I now say concerning 
His purpose. If it is meant that God’s purpose is but God pur- 
posing, and as abstracted from Him, is but an abstraction, and 
not an existent thing, I fully concur. Butin the same sense, the 
purpose of a human soul is but that soul purposing. The differ- 
ence of the two cases is, that God’s purpose is immanent and 
immutable, the man’s evanescent and mutable. To make the 
decree of God’s essence in any other sense, is to give it essence; 
to make it a mode of the divine subsistence. And this trenches 
hard by the awful verge of pantheism. For if the decree is but 
a mode of the divine subsistence, then its effectuation in the 
creature’s existence must still have the same essence, and all 
creatures are but modes of God, and their acts of God’s acts. 
The decrees are not accidents with God, in the sense that, being 
the result of God’s immutable perfections, they cannot change 
nor fail, but are as permanent as God’s essence. 

The doctrine of God’s decree has been often impugned as 
no better than the Stoic’s Fate. The modern, 
and indeed, the ancient interpreters of their 
doctrine, differ as to their meaning. Some, as Seneca, seem to 
represent fate as no other than the intelligent, eternal purpose 
of the Almighty. But others describe it as a physical neces- 
sity, self-existent and immanent in the links of causation them- ° 
selves, by which effect is evolved out of cause according to a 
law eternally and necessarily existent in the Universe and all its 
parts. To this necessity Gods are as much subject as men. 
This definition is more probably the true one, because it agrees 
with a pantheistic system, and such Stoicism was. Now it is 
obvious, that this fate necessitates God as much as man, and 
that not by the influence of His own intelligence and perfections, 
but by an influence physical and despotic. Whereas our view 
of God’s purpose makes it His most free, sovereign, wise and 
holy act of choice. This fate isa blind necessity ; God’s decree 
is intelligent, just, wise and benevolent. ~ Fate was a necessity, 
destroying man’s spontaneity. God’s decree, in purposing to 
make and keep man a free agent, first produced and then pro- 
tects the exercise of it. 

God’s decree “ foreordains whatsoever comes to pass ;” there 
was no event in the womb of the future, the 
‘aia Ais eg futurition of which was not made certain to 
God by it. But we believe that this certainty 

is effectuated in different ways, according to the different natures 
of God’s creatures. One class of effects. God produces by His 
own immediate agency, (as creations, regenerations, inspirations, ) 
and by physical causes, which are continually and immediately 
energized by His power. This latter subdivision is covered by 
what we call the laws of material nature. As to these, God’s 
purpose is called effective, because He Himself effects the 
results, without the agericy of other intelligent agents. The 


Fate, What? 
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other class of effects is, the spontaneous acts of rational free © 


agents other than God. The being and powers of these are 
derived from and dependent on God. But yet He has been 
pleased to bestow on them a rational spontaneity of choice, 
which makes them as truly agents, sources of self-determined 
agency, in their little, dependent sphere of action, as though 
there were no sovereign over them. In my theory of the will, 
I admitted and claimed as a great truth of our consciousness, 
that man’s action is spontaneous, that the soul is self-deter- 
mined (though not the faculty of willing) in all its free acts, that 
the fountain of the volition is in the soul itself; and that the 
external object of the action is but the occasional cause of voli- 


tion. Yet these spontaneous acts God has some way of direct:: 


ing, (only partially known to us) and these are the objects of His 
permissive decree. By calling it permissive, we do not mean 
‘that their faturition is not certain to God; or that He has not 
made it certain; we, mean that they are such acts as He effi- 
ciently brings about by simply leaving the spontaneity of other 
» free agents, as upheld by His providence, to work of itself, under 
incitements, occasions, bounds and limitations, which His wisdom 
and power throw around. To this class may be attributed all 
the acts of rational free agents, except such as are evoked by 
God’s own grace, and especially, all their sinful acts. 

The properties of God’s decree are, Ist, Unity. It is one 


act of the divine mind; and not many. This. 


3. Properties — The 


aN eet. view is at least suggested by en which 


speaks of it usually as a mvoveorc, a “ pur- 
pose,” a “counsel.” It follows from the nature of | acs 
His natural knowledge is all immediate and cotemporaneous, 
not successive, like ours, and His comprehension of it all 
infinitely complete always, His purpose founded thereon, must 
be a single, all-comprehensive and simultaneous act. Besides, 
the whole decree is eternal and immutable. All therefore must 
co-exist together always in God’s miud. Last, God’s plan is 
shown, in its effectuation, to be one; cause is linked with effect, 
and what was effect becomes cause; and influences of events 
on events interlace with each other, and descend in widening 
streams to subsequent events; so that the whole complex result 
is interconnected through every part. As astronomers suppose 


that the removal of one planet from our system would modify - 


more or less the balance and orbits of all the rest, so the failure 
of one event in this plan would derange the whole, directly or 
indirectly. God’s plan is, never to effectuate a result apart 
from, but always by, its own cause. As the plan is thus a unit 
in its effectuation, so it must have been in its conception. Most 
of the errors, which have arisen in the doctrine, have come 
from the mistake of imputing to God that apprehension of His 
purpose in successive parts, to which the limitations of our epoes 
confine us, in conceiving of it. 
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2. The decree is eternal. One may object: that God musi 
exist before His decree, the subject before 
Siena somal ied acteoL reply, He exists before it only in 
the order of production, not in time. For 
intellection is His essential state, and His comprehension of His 
purpose may be as eternal as Himself. The sun’s rays are from 
the sun, but measuring by duration, there were rays as early as 
there wasa sun. It has been objected that some parts of the 
decree are consequent on other parts, and cannot therefore be 
equally early. Ireply, the real sequence is only in the events 
as effectuated, not in the decree of them. The latter is a co- 
existent unit with God, and there is no sequence of parts in it, 
except in our feeble minds. It is said the comprehension of the 
possible must have gone before in the divine mind, in order that 
the determination to effectuate that part which commended itself 
to the divine wisdom, might follow. I reply: God does not 
need to learn things deductively, or to view them piecemeal and 
successively ; but His infinite mind sees all by immediate intu- 
ition and together; and in seeing, concludes. The most plau- 
sible objection is, that many of God’s purposes must have been 
formed in time, because suspended on the acts of other free 
esents to: beidonein time je: g.,, Deut. xxvill: 2,.15% Jer. xvii: 
10. The answer is, that all these acts, though contingent to 
man, were certainly foreknown to God. 
Having thus cleared away objections, we might argue very 
Its Eternity Argued Simply: If God had an intention to act, before 
from God’s perfections each act, when was that intention born PA INO 
ae ee answer will be found tenable till we run back 
to eternity. For, God’s knowledge was always perfect, so that 
He finds out nothing new, to become the occasion of a new 
plan. His wisdom was always perfect, to give Him the same 
guidance in selecting means and ends. His power was always 
infinite, to prevent any failure, or successful resistance, which 
would cause Him to resort to new expedients. His character is 
immutable; so that He will not causelessly change His own 
mind. There is therefore nothing to account for any addition 
to His original plan. But we may reason more comprehensively. 
It is, as we saw, only God’s purpose, which causes a part of the 
possible to become the actual. As the whole of God’s scientia 
stmplicis intelligentiw was present to Him from eternity, a reason 
is utterly wanting in Him, why any part of the decree should be 
formed later than any other part. 
And to this agree the Scriptures: Is. xlvi: 10; Matt. xxv: 
Ae ivvoreame 7: sHph./i1: 4a bhesss at: 135°2 Tim.is 9; 1 
Pet. i: 20. On these, two remarks should be made. Although 
they do not expressly assert the eternity of all God's decrees, 
several of them do assert the eternity of the very ones most 
impugned, His decrees concerning events dependent on free 
agent. In the language of Scripture, to say a thing was done 
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“before the formation of the world,” is to say it is from eternity, . 
because with the creation of the universe began successive dura- 
tion. All before this is the Racdaibancie page In conclusion, 
I add the express assertion of Acts xv:-18. 

3. The decree is universal, embracing absolutely all creatures, 
and, all their actions. No nominal Christians 
contest this, except as to the: acts, of free 
agents, which the Arminians, but especially the Socinians, 
exempted from God’s sovereign decree, and the latter heretics 
from His foreknowledge. We have seen that God’s foreknow]- 
edge is founded on His foreordination. If then we prove that 
God has a perfect foreknowledge of all future events, we shall 
have virtually proved that He has foreordained them. The 
Socinians are more consistent than the Arminians here, in that 
they deny both to God. They define God’s omniscience as His 
knowledge of all the cognizable. All the future acts of free- 
agents, say they, cannot be foreknown, because a multitude of 
them are purely contingent; the volitions springing from a will 
in eguzlibrio. It is. therefore no derogation to God’s under- 
standing, that’ He does not foreknow all of them, any more than 
it would be to the goodness of an eye, that it does not see what 
as yet does not exist.. When free agents perform acts unfore- 
seen to God, His wisdom, say they, provides Him with a multi- 
tude of resources, by which He overrules the result, and still 
makes them concur substantially (not absolutely) with His wise 
and good plans. 

Now, in opposition to all this, we have shown that the future 

_. .. volitions of free agents are none of them 

Includes the volitions 

dt tesaoenks: among the unknowable; because none con- 
tingent to God. We argue farther that God 

must have foreordained, and so foreknown all events, including 
these volitions: (a ) Because, else, His providence would not be 
sovereign, and His independence and omnipotence would be 
impugned. We have seen that the course of events is a chain, 
in which every link has a direct or remote connection with every 
other. Into a multitude of physical events, the volitions of free 
agents enter as part causes; and if God has not a control over 
all these, He could not have over the dependent results. His 
government would bea capricious patchwork of new expedi- 
ents. Beeause He could not control everything, He would not 
be absolutely sure of controlling anything, for all are inter- 
dependent. (b.) God’s knowledge would receive continua! 
accretions, and hence His feelings and plans would change with | 
them; His immutability would be gone. (c.) Prophecy con- 
cerning the acts of free agents would have been impossible. 
For unless all the collateral links of causation are under God’s 
control, it may be that He will be unable to control a single 
result. But a multitude of the acts of the proudest, most arro- 
gant and rebellious men were exactly and confidently predicted, 


The decree universal. 
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of your Nebuchadnezzars,. Pharaohs, Cyrus, &c., &c. To this 

Teast acree ie oCrotu fests display it TOy(ris Rom! xb2335/-Heb, 
Bay Pe hoi 1x.) 15, bop aamtsexny S18 piv 265 Jobrxiv: 5 ; 
Is. xlvi: 10. Men’s volitions, especially including the evil. 
POWs LOM elec Os Mur, Qos bs ixxvi: LO Prov. xvi: 
AG attaiG. ads 0130 Agee Boas tae Tenet: 5,1 Sp) joshy-xei : 
co etovs seals, eee eas tis (PS. CVn: PR 301 
Saisie > aia evel (Or nko een Rt: 15, 245° 2 Kes. xxvi: 
ots 2G, Add all those texts where the Pawagieres: of God's 
providential control is asserted: for Providence is but the exe- 
cution of the decree. 

4. Nearly akin to this is the remark that the decree is 
efficient. By this I mean that God’s purpose 
is in every case absolutely sure to be effectu- 
ated. Nearly all the arguments adduced under the last head 
apply here: God's sovereignty,’ God’s wisdom, His independ. 
ence, and the dependence of all other things on Him, the 

“ immutabil lity of His counsel,’and of His knowledge and other 
attributes, the certainty of His predictions, all demand that 
“His counsel: shall stand, and’ ae noe do all His pleasure.’ 
See Matt. xxvi: 54; Luke xxii: ELS MINES Wh PROV. SNE: 
Ror uatt we 20,30. cere we. see Aa oe things most minute, 
most contingent in our view of them, and most voluntary, are 
yet efficaciously produced by God. 

The Arminians have too much reverence for God’s perfec- 
tions to limit His knowledge as to the actions 
of free agents. But they endeavor to evade 
the inevitable conclusion of the decree, and 
to save their favorite doctrine of conditional purposes, by limit- 
ing_His concern with the acts, and especially sins, ‘of free 
agents, to a mere foreknowledge, permission, and intention to 
make the permitted act a condition of Some part of the decree. 
I urge that they who concede so much, cannot consistently 
stop there. If the sinful act (to make the least possible con- 
cession to the Calvinist,) of the free agent has been from eter- 
nity certainly forseen by God, then its occurrence must be 
certain. But in this universe, nothing comes without a cause; 
there must therefore be some ground for the certainty of its 
occurrence. And it is upon that ground that God’s foreknowl- 
edge of it rests. Do you ask what that.ground is? I reply 
by asking: How does God’s knowledge of the possible pass 
into His knowledge of the actual? Only by His determining 
to secure the occurrence of all the latter. Conceive of God as 
just now about to create a free agent, according to His plan, 
and launch him out on his path of freedom. If God fore- 
knows all that the free agent will choose to do, if created ; 
does He not purpose the doing of all this, when He creates 
him? To deny this is a contradiction. We may not be able 
to see fully how God certainly procures the doing of such acts 


The decree efficient. 


Over free agents 
also. 
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by free agents, still leaving them to act purely from their own 
:pontaneity; but we cannot deny that He does, without over- 
hrowing His sovereignty and foreknowledge. Such events 
may be wholly contingent to man; but to God none of them 
can be contingent; else all the parts of His decree, connected as 
effects with them as causes, would be in the same degree contin- 
gent. For instance: if Christ be not “taken, and by wicked 
hands crucified and slain,” then, unless God is to proceed by 
rupturing the natural ties of cause and effect, all the natural 
and historical consequences of Christ’s sacrifice must also fail, 
down to the end of time and through eternity. If God is to 
be able to prevent all that failure, we must ascribe to Him 
power to make sure by His determinate counsel and foreknowl- 
edge that the wicked hands shall not fail to take and slay the 
victim. The same argument may be extended to every sinful 
act, from which the adorable wisdom of God has evolved good 
consequences. When we remind ourselves how moral causes 
interlace and spread as time flows on, we see that, unless the 
decree extends to sinful acts, making them also certain, God 
will be robbed, by our day, of nearly all His providential 
power over free agents, and His foreknowledge of their doings. 
As this branch of the decree is most impugned (by Arminians 
and Cumberland Presbyterians) let it be fortified by these 
additional Scriptures. 1. They assert that God’s purpose is 
concerned in such ‘sins 'as those of Eli's sonsei 1 Sam. a1. 25, 
of Shimei, 2) Sam: xvi: 10, 11,‘of Ahithophiel, 2-Sam. xviii 
of the Chaldeans, 2 Kings, xxvi: 2, 3, 20, of Jeroboam, I Kings, 
xii: 15, 24, of Amaziah, 2 Chron. xxv: 20, of Nebuchadnezzar, 
Jer. xxv 92 li: 20, of Pilaté-and"Heéerod) Aicrs aad pete tee 
The Scriptures say that God, in some way, moves men to 
actions, such as Hadad, the Edomite, and Rezon, the son of 
Eliada, against Solomon, 1 Kings xi: 14, 23. David to num- 
ber Israel, 2 Sam. xxiv: 1. Pul and Tiglath-pileser, 1, Chron. v: 
26. The Medes against them, Isaiah xiii: 17. The Egyptians, 
Ps. cv :'25.'° The ‘secular’ Popigh= prmees, Reve xvi 7, 4c. 
The Bible represents God as being concerned, by His purpose 
and providence, in men’s self-deceptions. Job xii: 16; Ezek. 
xiv:9; 2 Thess. ii: 11, 12. 4th. God is described as “hardening ” 
sinners’ hearts, in order to effectuate some righteous purpose. 
Isdiah vio, TO} kxXix? 10 5) "ROU RI Zia AEKOd ny ae eee 
passim. Rom. 9g: 18. How can all those declarations be 
‘explained away? We do not, of course, advance them as 
shewing God to be the author of sin, but they can mean no 
less than that His purpose determines, and His providence sup- 

erintends the occurrence of sins, for His own holy ends. 
We are now prepared to approach the proposition, that 
Bette, WecRonaet God’s act in forming His decree is uncon- 
EAR MIR Gaal: ditioned on anything t» be done by His 
creatures. In another sense, a multitude of 
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the things decreed are conditional; God’s whole plan is a wise 
unit, linking means with ends, and causes with effects. In 
regard to each of these effects, the occurrence of it is condi- 
tional on the presence of its cause, and is made so dependent 
by God's decree itself. But while the events decreed are con- 
ditional, God’s act in forming the decree is not conditional, on 
anything which is to occur in time; because in the case of each 
dependent event, His decree as much determined the occur- 
rence of the cause, as of its effect. And this is true equally of 
those events in His plan dependent on the free acts of free 
agents. No better illustration can be given, of the mode in 
which God decrees dependent or conditioned events, absolutely, 
by equally decreeing the conditions through which they are to 
-be brought about, than Acts xxvii: 22 with 31. The Armin- 
ian admits that all such intermediate acts of men were eternally 
foreseen of God, and thus embraced in His plan as conditions: 
but not foreordained. We reply: if they were certainly fore- ° 
_ seen, their occurrence was certain; if this was certain, then 
there must have been something to determine that certainty ; 
and that something was either God’s wise foreordination, or a 
blind physical fate. Let the Arminian choose. 

Here enters the theory of sczentia media in God; and heré 
we detect one of the objects for which it is 
invented. The student is referred to the 
demonstration (on p. 157-9,) of its falsehood. Were the free 
acts of moral agents contingent to God, the conclusion of the 
Socinian would be true, that they are not certainly cognizable, 
even to an infinite mind. Arminians, who recoil from this 
irreverent position, refer us to the infinitude of God’s mind to 
account for His having certain prescience of all these contingent 
acts, inconceivable as it is to us. But I reply: it is worse than 
inconceivable, absolutely contradictory. What does the Armin- 
ian propose as the medium, or middle premise, of this inferen- 
tial knowledge in God? His insight into the dispositions of all 
creatures enables Him, they suppose, to infer how they will act 
in the presence of the conditions which His omniscience fore- 
sees, will surround them at any given time. But it is obvious, 
this supposes such an efficient and causative connection between 
disposition and volition, as the Calvinist asserts, and the Armin- 
ian denies. So that, if volitions are contingent, the middle 
term is annihilated. We ask then, does mental perfection 
prompt a rational being to draw a certain inference after the 
sole and essential premise thereof is gone? Does infinitude 
help any mind to this baseless logic? Is this a compliment, or 
an insult to the divine intelligence? To every plain mind it is 
clear, that whether an intellect be greater or smaller, it would 
be its imperfection and not its glory. to infer without a ground 
of inference. 

Hence, it follows, that the eternity of the decree, already 


Scientia Media. _ 
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proved, offers us a demonstration against a conditional, decree 
in God. For, sczentia media of a contingent act of the creature 
being impossible, whenever an event decreed was conditioned 
on such contingent, creature act, as second cause, it might have 
‘been, that God would be obliged to wait until the- creature 
acted, before He could form a positive purpose as to the event. 
Therefore we must hold, this creature act never was contingent 
to God, since His purpose about it was eternal; and the 
effect was foreordained in foreordaining the condition .of its 
production. 

The immutability of God’s decree argues the same, and’ in 
the same way. If the condition on which His results hung 


were truly contingent, then it might turn out in one or another | 


of several different ways. Hence it would always be oe 
that God might have to change His plans. 

It is equally plain that His sovereignty would no longer be 
entire: but God would be dependent on His creatures for abil- 
ity to effectuate many of His plans; and some might fail in 
spite of all He could do. I have already indicated that God’s 
foreknowledge of the conditions, and of all dependent on them, 
could not possibly be certain. ‘For if a thing is not certain to 
occur, a certain expectation that it will occur, is an erroneous 
one. Hence, the Arminian should be driven by consistency to 
the conclusion of the Socinian. limiting God’s knowledge. 

But Arminians are exceedingly fond of saying, that the 
dream of absolute decrees is a metaphysical invention not sus- 
tained by Scripture, and only demanded by consistency with 
other unhallowed, human speculation. Hence I shall take 
pains, as on other points, to show that it is expressly the doc- 
trine of Scripture. Here may be cited all the proofs by which 
I showed that the decree is universal and ‘efficacious. For the 
very conception of the matter which I have inculcated is, that 
events are conditioned on events, but that the decree is not; 
because it embraces the conditions as efficaciously as the 
results. See also: Is. xlvi Oe Rom) ins 11} Matted 2s 
26; Eph.i: 5 and 11; Is. xt 135 Rom. ix: 15-18; Acts i: 
233 its 18 ce Genin 20. , 

His decree includes means end conditions. 2 Thess. 11: 
L3j0d Peto is25 -Philsus 13 Kphets es vo iam, seen 

But against this view objections are urged with great 

Bea aces clamour and confidence. They may be 
bis aaikehiocan ? summed up into two: that absolute decrees 
make God the author of sin; and that the 
Scriptures contradict our view by displaying many conditional 
threats and promises of God, e. g., Ezek, xviii: 21; Ps. lxxxi: 
13, 14; &c., &c., and some cases in which decrees were act- 
ually revoked and changed in consequence of men’s conduct, 
as I Sam. xiii: 13; Luke vil: 30. , 
That God is not, and cannot be the author of. sin, is plain 
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io expresstoorpiure, Jasecrssi7; 1 ito, 12°55-EHeéclh. vii: 20: 
Ps. xcii: 15; from God’s law, which prohibits all sin; from the 
holiness of His nature, which is incapable of it; and from the 
nature of sin itself, which must be man’s own free activity, or 
else is not responsible and guilty. But I remark, Ist, that so 
far as the great mystery of God’s permission of sin enters into 
this objection, our minds are incapable of a complete explan- 


tion. .But this incapacity is precisely the same, whatever 7 


scheme we adopt for accounting for it, unless we deny to God 
complete foreknowledge and power. 2. The simple fact that 
God clearly foresaw every sin the creature would commit, and 
yet created him, is attended with all the difficulty which 
attaches to our view. But that foresight the Arminian admits. 
By determining to create the creature, foreknowing that he 
would sin, God obviously determined the occurrence ‘of the 
sin, through the creature’s free agency; for at least He could 
have refrained from creating him. But this is just as strong as 
our view of the case involves. The Arminian pleads: Yea, 


but God determined to create a creature who, He foresaw, 


would sin, not for the sake of sin, but for the sake of the good 
and holy ends connected therewith. I reply, 3d. Well, the 
very same plea avails for us. We can say just as consistently : 
God purposed to produce these free agents, to sustain their 
free agency untrammeled, to surround them with outward cir- 
.cumstan<es of a given kind, to permit that free agency, moved 
by those circumstances as occcasional causes, to exert itself in 
a multitude of acts, some sinful, not for the sake of the sin, 
but for the sake of some good and holy results which His 
infinite wisdom has seen best to connect therewith. Last, in 
the sinful act, the agency and choice is the sinner’s alone; 
because the inscrutable modes God has for effectuating the 
certain occurrence of His volitions never cramp or control the 
creature’s spontaneity : as consciousness testifies. 
The second class of objections Arminians also advance 
Objected that God’s With great confidence; saying that unless we 
threats and promises are willing to charge God with insincerity, 
eee naan His conditional promise or threat must be 
received by us as an exact disclosure of His real purpose. 
Let us test this in any case, such ‘as our adversaries usually 
select: e. g., Is. i: 19; “If ye be willing and obedient, ye shall 
eat the good of the land.” Did not God know, at the time He 
uttered these words, that they would not be willing and obedi- 
ent? See ch. vi: 10-12. Was it not His fixed intention, at 
that very moment to deprive them of the good of the land, in 
consequence of their clearly foreseen disobedience? Here 
then is the very same ground for the pretended charge of insin- 
cerity in God. The truth is, that God’s preceptive threats and 
promises are not a disclosure of His secret purpose. But the 
distinction between His secret and revealed will is one which is 


“ 
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inevitably made by every thinking mind, and is absolutely una- 
voidable, unless man’s mind can become as capacious as God’s. 
And see Deut. xxix: 29. Nor does this impugn God’s sincerity. 
The sophism of the Arminian is just that, in this case, already 
pointed out; confounding conditionality of events decreed, 
with conditionality of God’s decree. God purposed, in this 
case, that the event, Israel’s punishment, should be conditioned 
on the other event, their disobedience. So that his conditional. 
promise was perfectly truthful. But He also purposed, secretly, 
to withhold that undeserved constraining grace, which might 
have prevented Israel’s disobedience, so that the condition, and 
the thing conditioned on it should both come to pass. Again, 
the idea that God has revocable decrees, is as utterly incom- 
patible with the foreknowledge of man’s free acts, as with their 
foreordination. When it is said that the Pharisees rejected the 
counsel of God concerning themselves, the word counsel means 
but precept, cf. Ps, cviis 115 Provat.. 25, 305 sev. ite ree 

6. The freedom of God’s decree follows from what has 
been already argued. If it was eternal, then, 
when it was formed, there was no Being out- 
side of Himself to constrain or be the motive of it. If abso- 
lute, then God was induced to it by no act of other agents, but 
only by His own perfections. And this leads us to remark, 
that when we say the decree is free, we do not mean God acts 
in forming it, in disregard of His own perfections, but under , 
the guidance of His own perfections alone. Eph.i:5. Rom. 
mays 


The decree free. 


7. The wisdom of God’s decree is manifest from the wis- 
dom of that part of His plan which has been unfolded. 
Although much there is inscrutable to us, we see enough to 
convince us that all is wise. Rom. xi: 33, 34. 

Of the general objections against the decree of God, to 
which I called your attention, two remain to 
be noticed. One is, that if it were true, it 
would supersede the use of all means. “If 
what is to be will be, why trouble ourselves with the useless and 
vain attempt either to procure or prevent it?” 

This popular objection is exceedingly shallow. The answer 
is, that the use of the means, where free agents are concerned, 
is just as much included in the decree, as the result. God’s 
purpose to institute and sustain the laws of causation in nature, 
is the very thing which gives efficacy to means, instead of taking 
it away. Further, both Scripture aud consciousness tell us, that 
in using man’s acts as means, God’s infinite skill does it always 
without marring his freedom in the least. 

But it is objected, second, that if there were an absolute 
decree, man could not be free; and so, could 
not be responsible. But consciousness and ° 
God’s word assure us we are free. I reply, 


4. Does the decree su- 
persede means ? 


Is it inconsistent with 
free agency ? 
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the facts cannot be incompatible because Scripture most un- 
doubtedly asserts both, and both together. See Is. x: 5 to15. 
Acts ii: 23. Second, feeble man procures free acts from hi: 
fellow-man, by availing himself of the power of circumstances 
as inducements to his known dispositions, and yet he regards 
the agent as free and responsible, and the agent so regards 
himself. If man can do this sometimes, why may not an 
infinite God do it all the time? Third, If there is anything 
about absolute decrees to impinge upon man’s freedom of 
choice, it must be in their mode of execution, for God’s merely 
having such a purpose in His secret breast could affect man in 
no way. But Scripture and consciousness assure us that God | 
executes this purpose as to man’s acts, not against, but through 
and with man’s own free will. In producing spiritually good 
acts, He “worketh in man to will and to do;” and determines 
that he“shall be willing in the day of His power.” And in 
bringing about bad acts, He simply leaves the sinner in circum- 
stances such that he does, of himself only, yet certainly, choose 
the wrong. Last: This objection implies that man’s acts of 
choice could not be free, unless contingent and uncaused. But 
we have seen that this theory of the will is false, foolish, and 
especially destructive to rational liberty. 


LECTURE XXI. 
PREDESTINATION. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. Wherein are the terms PredeStination and Election distinguished from God’s 
Decree? What the usage and meaning of the original words, [poyvworc, ex2oyn and 
cognates? 

Turrettin, Loc. iv. Qu. 7. Dick, Lect. 35. Conf. of By clis-.4 

2. Prove that there is a definite election of individual men to salvation, whose 
number can neither be increased nor diminished. 

Thurpetian, loc. iv; .Qul12, 316. Conf. of Fy ch. 3. Calv. Inst., bk. iii, chs. 
irae Wiss, bkK.iity eh: *4. Dick,« Leetuas:” Haars -Div., “bk: iy. ch. 7. 
Burnet on 39 Articles, Art. xvii. Knapp, 2 xxxti. Watson’s Theol. Inst., ch. 
26, ja. 4.2 

3 Hae the decree of predestination the qualities predicated of the whole decree? 
Dies “Lect. ‘35. 

4. Does predestination embrace angels as well as men; and with the same kind 
_ of decree? 

Turrettin, Loc. iv, Qu. 8. 

5. State the differences between the 5 ublapsarian and Supralapsarian schemes. 
Which is correct ? 

Dick, Lect. 35. Turrettin, Loc. iv, Qu..9,14and 18, 31-5. Burnet, as above. 


HILE God’s decree is His purpose as to all things, His 
predestination may be defined to be His purpose concern- 
ing the everlasting destiny of His rational 


1. Definitions. creatures. His election is His purpose of 
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saving eternally some men and angels. Election and repro- 
bation are both included in predestination. The word zpooweo- 
jos, the proper original for predestination, does not occur in this 
connection in the New Testament; but the kindred verb and 
participle are found in the following passages, describing God’s | 
foreordination of the religious state or acts of persons; Acts 
iv: 2835): Rom. viit:-29,0 30 p Hiph.) 42 5s ie aioe: ee 
this predetermination of men’s privileges and destinies by God 
includes the reprobation of the wicked, as well as the election 
of the saints, will be established more fully in the next lecture. 

The words zpoyvwars xpoyevwozw, as applied to this subject 
mean more than a simple, inactive cognition of the future state 
of men by God, a positive or active selection. This is proved 
by the Hebraistic usage of this class of words: as in 1 Thess. 
Vi-12; Jno. x:.14; Ps. i: 6; 2 Tim. ii: to,,andebyaene follow- 
ing passages, where the latter meaning is indisputable: Rom. 
xi? 2;.1 Peteri?-20. Thigewill appear extremely reasonable, 
when we rememberthat according to the order of God’s aets, 
His foreknowledgeis the effect of His foreordination. ~~ 

‘Lehoyqs ez/éyw are used for various kinds of selection to 
office, &c., and once by metonymy, for the body of Elect, Rom. 
xi: 7. When applied to God’s call to religious privilege or to 
salvation, it is sometimes inclusive of effectual calling; as Jno. 
xv: 16, I9. Some would make this all of election: but that it 
means a prior and different selection is plain in Matt. xx: 16; 2 
Thess. i: 13. The werds-sroodears,* Romie 20, “ick 
Eph. i: 11, and tdoow, Acts xiii: 48, very clearly express a 
foreordination of God as to man’s religious state. 

“ By the decree of ‘God, for the manifestation of Fits: 
own glory, some men and angels are predes- 
tinated unto everlasting life, and others fore- 
ordained to everlasting death.” 

“These angels and men, thus predestinated and foreor- 
dained, are particularly and unchangeably designed ; and their: 
number is so certain and definite, that it cannot be either n- 
creased or diminished.” 

To discuss this thesis, first, as tomen. I would argue first : 
23,30 . From the general doctrine of the decree. “The 
hiv once ee decree is universal, If God has anything to 

do with the sinner’s redemption, it must be 
embraced in that decree. But salvation is everywhere attribu- 
ted to God, as His work. He calls. He justifies. He regene- 
rates. He keeps us by faith unto salvation. He sanctifies. All 
the arguments drawn from God’s attributes of wisdom, infinite 
knowledge, omnipotence, and immutability, in support of His | 
eternal decree, show that His agency in saving the sinners who | 
are saved, is a purposed one, and that this purpose is eternal. . 
Ps. xxxiii: 11; Numb. xxiii: TOR Malai 2.63 fasiits Peay 
Feb, wiici7. 


2. Propositions. 
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2. The same thing follows from what Scripture and observation 
teach us of the heart of allmen. Weareby 
nature ungodly, hostile to God, and His law, 
blind in mind, and certainly determined to worldliness in prefer- 
ence to godliness, by a native disposition. Hence, no man © 
cometh to Christ, except the Father who hath sent Him draw 
him. Unless some power above man made the difference 
between the believer and unbeliever, it would never vitally 
appear. But if God makes it, He does it of purpose, and that 
purpose must be eternal. Hence, no intelligent mind which 
admits original sin, denies election. The two doctrines stand 
or fall together. 
3. “A number of passages of Scripture assert God’ s election 
of individuals, in language too clear to be 
uit Scripture evaded: Matt. xxiv: Quy, apo XV IOs ea CUB 
Mt AS. OM, | Vith 0, 30 paw: oP Ty Ose ae} 
wn ee, Oe Pe tly des 20 ie bs, Oh; aay. Ld 
ii: 19. The most of these you will find commented on in your 
text books, in such a manner as effectually to clear them of the 
evasions of adversaries. 4th. The saints have their names 
“written in the book of life,’ or in ‘the Lamb’s book,” or “in 
weaver vepce ene iv >< heb.oxis 237 IeV. Xi. 75, “Tite 
book of life mentioned in Scripture is of three kinds: Ist, of 
natural life, Exodus xxxii: 32; when Moses, interceding for 
Israel prays God, that he may be removed from this life, rather 
than see the destruction of his brethren: 2d, of federal, visible, 
church life: as in Ezek. xiii: 9; lying prophets “shall not be 
written in the writing of the house of Israel’: 3d, of eternal 
life, as in the places first cited. This is the catalogue of the 
eléct: 
This class of passages is peculiarly convincing : and especi- 
Predestination more 2lly against that phase of error, which makes 
than selection of a char- God’s election nothing else than a determi- 
acter torbe favored. nation that whosoever believes and repents 
shall be saved, or in other words, a selection of a certain quality 
or trait, as the one which procures for its possessors the favour 
of God. This feebie notion may be farther refuted by remark- 
ing that all the language employed about predestination is 
personal, and the pronouns and other adjuncts indicate persons 
and not classes. It is “ whom (masculine) He foreknew, them 
He also did predestinate.” It is “As many as were ordained to 
eternal life, believed,” (masc.) Acts xiii: 48. The verb zpoop:sw 
means a definite decision. See e. eps (ey tee. | eae @ al 6) aly Saab 
Christ tells His disciples that their names are written in heaven ; 
not merely the general conditions of their salvation. Luke x : 
20; In Phil. iv: 3, Clement and his comrades’ names are writ- 
ten in the book of life. The condition is one; but in the book 
are multitudes of names written. Again: a mere determination 
to bestow favour on the possessors of certain qualities, would be 
15* 


From original sin. 
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inert and passive as to the propagation of those qualities; 
whereas God’s election propagates the very qualities. See Rom. 
ix: 11, 18; 22,.23> Ephic 4; $3.2. Uhesspi ge ote ae 
chosen us to salvation through, &c.” And once more: were 
this determination to bestow favonr on faith and penitence the 
whole of election, no one would ever possess those qualities ; 
for, as we have seen, all men’s hearts are fully set in them to do 
evil, and would certainly continue impenitent did not God, out 
of His gracious purpose, efficaciously persuade some to come to 
Him. These qualities which are thus supposed to be elected, 
are themselves the consequences of election. | 
5. A most convincing proof, of avery practical nature, may 
be derived from the observed course of God's 
providence. That providence determines 
sovereignly the metes and bounds of each 
man’s outward privileges, of his life and opportunities. It 
determines whether he shall be born and live in a Pagan, ora 
Christian country, how long he shall enjoy means of grace, and 
of what efficacy, and when and where he shall die. Now in deci- 
ding these things sovereignly, the salvation or loss of the man’s 
soul is practically decided, for without time, means, and oppor- 
tunity, he will not be saved, This is peculiarly strong as to two 
classes, Pagans and infants. Arminians admit a sovereign elec- 
tion of nations in the aggregate to religious privileges, or rejec- 
tion therefrom. But itis indisputable that in fixing their outward 
condition, the religious fate is virtually fixed forever. What 
chance has that man practically, for reaching Heaven, whom 
God caused to be born, to live, to die, in Tahiti in the sixteenth 
century? Did not the casting of his lot there virtually fix his 
lot for eternity? In short, the sovereign election of aggregate 
nations to privileges necessarily implies, with such a mind as 
God’s, the intelligent and intentional decision of the fate of 
individuals, practically fixed thereby. Is not God’s mind infi- 
nite? Are not His perceptions perfect? Does He, like a feeble 
mortal, “shoot at the covey, without perceiving the individual 
birds?” As to infants, Arminians believe that all such, which 
die in infancy, are redeemed. When, therefore, God’s provi- 
dence determines that a given human being shall die an infant, 
He infallibly determines its redemption, and in this case, at least, 
the decision canuot have been by foresight of faith, repentance, 
or good works; because the little soul has none, until after its 
redemption. This point is especially conclusive against the 
Arminians because they are so positive that all who die in infancy 
are saved. | 
The declarations of the Holy Ghost in Rom. ix and xi are 
ce _ so decisive in our favour, that they must needs 
cStedtn. of Rom. ix end the debate, with all who revere the Divine 
authority, but for an evasion. The escape 
usually sought by Arminians (as by Watson, Inst.) is: That the 


Predestination proved 
by Providence. 
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Apostle in thesé places, teaches, not a personal election to salva- 
tion, but a national or aggregate election to privileges. My first 
and main objection to this is, that it is utterly irreconcilable 
with the scope of St. Paul in the passage. What is that scope? 
Obviously to defend his great proposition of “ Justification by 
free grace through faith,’ common to Jew and Gentile, from a 
cavil which, from pharisaic view, was unanswerable, viz: “That 
if Paul’s doctrine were true, then the covenant of election with 
Abraham was falsified.”” How does the Apostle answer? Obvi- 
ously (and irresistibly) that this covenant was never meant to 
embrace all his lineage as an aggregate, Rom. ix: 6. ‘Notas 
though the word (covenant) of God had taken none effect.” 
“For they are not all Israel, which are of Israel,’ &c. This 
decisive fact he then proves, by reminding the Jews that, at the 
very first descent, one of Abraham’s sons was excluded. and the 
other chosen; and at the next descent, where not only the 
father, but the mother was the same, and the children were even 
twins of one birth, (to make the most absolute possible identity 
of lineage) one was again sovereignly excluded. So, all down 
the line, some Hebrews of regular lineage were excluded, and 
some chosen. Thus, the Apostle’s scope requires the disinte- 
grating of the supposed aggregates; the very line of his argu- 
ment compels us to deal with individuals, instead of .masses. 
But according to Watson, the Apostle, in speaking of the rejec- 
tion of Esau, and the selection of Jacob, and of the remaining 
selections of Rom. ix and xi, only employs the names of the 
two Patriarchs, to impersonate the two nations of Israel and 
Edom. He quotes in confirmation, Mal. i: 2; 3; Gen. xxv: 
23. But as Calvin well remarks, the primogeniture typified the 
blessing of true redemption; so that Jacob’s election to the 
former represented that to the latter. Let the personal histories 
of the two men decide this. Did not the mean, supplanting 
Jacob become the humble, penitent saint; while the generous, 
dashing Esau degenerated into the reckless, Pagan, Nomad 
chief? The selection of the two posterities, the one for Church 
privileges, and the other for Pagan defection, was the conse- 
quence of the personal election and rejection of the two pro- 
genitors. The Arminian gloss violates every law of Hebrew 
thought and religious usage. According to these, the posterity 
follow the s¢a¢us of their progenitor. According to the Armini- 
ans, the progenitors would follow the status of their posterity. 
Farther, the whole discussion of these chapters is personal, it is 
individuals with whom God deals here. The election cannot be 
of masses to privilege, because the elect are explicitly excepted 
out of the masses to which they belonged ecclesiastically. See 
Cees ae ses. ty; 20) 24: Ch seat pveeidy is, 7.  “ The elec- 
tion hath obtained it and the rest were blinded.” The discus- 
sion ranges, also, over others than Hebrews and Edomites, to 
Pharaoh, an individual unbeliever, &c. Last, the blessings 
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given in this election are personal. See Rom. viii: 29; Eph. 
Cr el hesssat ens: 

God’s decree we found Lande of the properties of 

3. Predestinationeter- UNity, universality, eternity, efficiency and 

nal, efficacious, un- immu ‘tability, SOV ercignty, absoluteness and 
changeable, &c. wisdom, Inasmuch as predestination is but 
a part, to our apprehension, of this decree, it partakes of all 
those properties, as a part of the whole. And the general 
evidence would be the same presented on the general subject 
of the decree. The part of course is not universal as was the 
whole. But we shall find just what the general argument would 
have led us to expect: that the decree of predestination is: 

(a) Eternal. Eph.i: 4. ‘He hath chosen us in Christ 
before the foundation of the world.” 2 Thess. ii : 13. ‘ From 
the beginning.” 2 Tim.i:9. ‘Before the world began.” (See 
last Lect.) 

(b) Immutably efficacious. ' There is no reason why this 
part of the decree should not be as much so as all the rest: for 
God’s foreknowledge and control of the acts of all His creatures 
have been already established. He has no more difficulty in 
securing the certain occurrence of all those acts of volition, 
from man and devils, which are necessary to the certain 
redemption of the elect, than in any other department of His 
almighty providence. Why then, should this part of the decree 
be exempted from those emphatic assertions of its universal 
and! absolute: efficacy? qNumbs xxiii 1o.).Psiacxxiieer its: 
xlvi: 10. But farther, unless God’s purpose of saving each 
_ elect sinner were immutable and efficacious, Christ would have 

no cértain warrant that He would ever see of the travail of His 
‘soul at all. For the same causes that seduce one might 
seduce another. Again: no sinner is saved without special 
and Almighty grace; for his depravity is total, and his heart 
wholly averse from God; so that if God has not provided, in 
His eternal plan, resources of gracious power, adequate to sub- 
due unto Himself, and to sustain in grace, every sinner He 
attempts to save, I see no probability that any will be saved at 
all. For, the proneness to apostacy is such in all, that if God 
' did not take efficacious care of them, the best would backslide 
and failof Heaven. The efficacy of the decree of election is 
also proved by the fact, that God has pre-arranged all the 
_ means for its effectuation. See. Rom. viii: 29, 30. And in fine, 
a multitude of Scripture confirms this precious truth: Matt. 
A: Bea 25; John x: 28-303: xviic+6; 12;' Heb. wi. 175° 2d: 
3, Mine At}. 
Objections against this gracious truth are almost countless, 
Ghent ees though, instead of being one of the most 
predesinekan' precious in Scripture, it were oppressive and 
cruel. It is said that the infallibility of the 
‘ elect, and their security in Christ, Matt, xxiv: 24; John x: 28, 
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only guarantee them against such assaults as their free will may 
refuse to assent to; and imply nothing as to the purpose of God 
to permit or prevent the object of His favour from going 
astray of his own accord. Not to tarry on more minute ,, 
answers, the simple reply to this is: that then, there would be~ 
no guarantees at all; and these gracious Scriptures are mere 
mockeries of our hope; for it is notorious that the only way 
the spiritual safety of a believer can be injured is by the assent 
-of his own free will; because it is only then that there is res- 
ponsibility or guilt. 
It is objected that this election cannot be immutably 
Objected that the Cfficacious, because we read in Scripture 
Saints. warned against of saints who are warned against forfeiting 
falling. it; of others who felt a wholesome fear of 
doing so; and of God’s threats that He would on occasion of 
certain sins,blot their names from His book of life, &c. Rom. xiv: 
PE Ceme oO vix 1127 ab Sr wo 4 DIKew. Ni: TO; 2. Péetiit. 10. 
|As to the last passage, to make sure fsSutuv zocetodue, our 
jelection, is most manifestly spoken only with reference to the 
‘believer’s own apprehension of it, and comfort from it; not-as 
ito the reality of God’s secret purpose. This is fully borne out 
by the means indicated—diligence in holy living. Such fruits 
being the consequence, and not the cause of God’s grace to us, 
it would simply be preposterous to propose to ensure or 
strengthen His secret purpose of grace, by their productions. 
All they can do is to strengthen our own apprehension that 
sucha purpose exists. When the persecuted Psalmi t prays, 
Ps. lxix: 28, that God would “ blot his enemies out of the book 
of the living,” it by no means seems clear that anything more 
is imprecated than their removal from this life. But grant the 
other meaning, as we do, in Rev. xxii: 19, the obvious ex- 
planation is that God speaks of them according to their seeming 
and profession. The language is adapted ad huminem. It is 
not intended to decide whether God has a secret immutable 
purpose of love or not, as to them, whether they were ever 
elected and effectually called indeed, and may yet be lost; but 
it only states the practical truth, that wickedness would forfeit 
that position in God’s grace, which they professed to have. 
Several of the other passages are in part. explained by the fact 
that the Christians addressed had not yet attained a comforta- 
_ ble assurance that they were elected. Hence they might most 
consistently feel all these wholesome fears, lest the partial and 
uncertain hope they entertained might turn out spurious. But 
the most general and thorough answer which covers all these 
cases is this: Granting that God has a secret purpose infallibly ~ 
to save a given soul, that purpose embraces means as fully as 
ends; and those means are such as suit a rational free agent, in- 
cluding all reasonable appeals to hope and fear, prospect of 
danger, and such like reasonable motives. Now, that an, elect .- 


| 
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man may fall totally, is naturally possible, considering him in his 


~S own powers; hence, when God plies this soul with fears of fall- 


ing it is by no means any proof that God intends to permit him 
to fall, in His secret purpose. Those fears may be the very 
means designed by God to keep him from it. 

God’s predestination is wise. It is not grounded on the 
foreseen excellence . of the elect, but it is 
doubtles grounded on good reasons, worthy of 
the divine wisdom. See Rom. xi:—end, words 
spoken by Paul with especial reference to this part of the decree. 
‘The sovereignty and unconditional nature of God’s predestina- 
tion will be postponed till we come to discuss the Arminian 
view. 

There is undoubtedly a predestination of angels. They 

are a part of God’s creation and government, 
pte are PY and if what we have asserted of the universal- — 

ity of His purpose is true, it must fix their 
destiny and foresee all their acts, just as men’s. His sover- 
eignty, wisdom, infinite foreknowledge, and power necessitate the 
supposition. The Scriptures confirm it, telling us of elect 
angels, 1. Tim. v: 29%. off “holy angels; "Watt! oxy a ee 
passim, as contrasted with wicked angels; .that “‘God spared 
not the angels that sinned, but cast them down to hell, and 
delivered them into chains of darkness, to be reserved unto © 
judgment,” 20Peti: m4 Of. the “everlasting fire prepared 
for the devil and his angels,’’ Matt. xxv : 41. Of-the “angels 
which kept not their first estate, but left their own habitation, 
whom God hath reserved under darkness, in everlasting chains 
unto the judgment of the great day,” Jude. 6: and of Michael and 
his angels, and the Dragonand his angels,” Rev. xii: 7. Collat- 
ing these passages, I think we clearly learn, that there are two 
kinds of spirits of that order; holy and sinful angels, servants 
of Christ and servants of Satan; that they were all created inan 
estate of holiness and happiness, and abode in the region called 
Heaven ; (God’s holiness and goodness are sufficient proof that 
He would never have created them otherwise), that the evil 
angels voluntarily forfeited their estate by sinning, and were then 
excluded forever from Heaven and holiness; that those who 
maintained their estate were elected thereto by God, and that 
their estate of holiness and blessedness is now forever assured. 
Now the most natural inference from these Bible facts is, that a 
covenant of works was the dispensation under which God’s 
predestination of angels was effectuated. The fact that those 
who sinned, fell thereby into a state of irreparable condemnation 
is most naturally explained by such a covenant. The fact that 
the elect angels received the adoption of life by maintaining 
their holiness for a time, seems almost to necessitate that 
supposition. That the probation under that covenant was 
temporary, is implied in the fact that some are already separated, 


Selection not a ca- 
price. 
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and known as elect, while others are condemned. The former 
must be finally justified and confirmed; the latter finally 
reprobated. 

Ist. Now it is manifest, that these gracious and righteous 
dealings of God with His angels in time, 
were all foreordained by Him from eternity. 
Those who fell, He must have permissively 
ordained to fall, and those who are confirmed, He must have 
selected from eternity to be confirmed. But in two respects, 
this election of angels differs from that of men. God’s predes- 
tination apprehended men, as all lying alike in a mass of total 
depravity and condemnation, and the difference He has made 
was in pure mercy, unprompted by any thing of good foreseen 
in the saints. But God’s predestination apprehended angels as 
standing alike in innocency at first, and as left to the determ- 
nation of a will which, as yet, had full ability to keep the law 
perfectly. In the election of men, while the decree is uncon- 
ditional, its effectuation is dependent on the elect man’s 
believing and repenting. So, in the case of angels, while the 
decree was unconditional, the effectuation of it seems to have 
_ been conditioned on the elect angel’s keeping the law perfectly 
for a given time. Now here is the difference of the two cases; 
in the elect man the ability of will to perform that condition of 
his salvation is inwrought in him by God’s power, executing 
His efficacious decree, (see last Lect.) by His sovereign and 
almighty regeneration of the dead soul. In the case of the 
elect angel, the condition of his salvation was fulfilled in his 
own natural strength; and was ordained by God no otherwise 
than by His permissive decree. So also, the effectuating of 
the reprobation of the non-elect angels was dependent on their 
voluntary disobedience, and this too was only determined by 
God’s permissive decree. It has been asked if all the angels 
were alike innocent and peccable, with full ability of will to 
keep the law perfectly, and yet with freedom of will to sin; 
how came it that the experiment did not result alike for all, 
that all did not fall or stand, that like causes did not produce 
like effects? Must there not have been a cause for the differ- 
ent results? And must not this cause be sought outside the 
angels’ wills, in God’s agency? The answer may be, that the 
outward relations of no two beings to circumstances and beings 
other than themselves can ever be identical. In those different 
circumstances, were presented occasional causes for volitions, 
sufficient to account for different volitions from wills that were 
at first in similar moral states. And it was by His providential 
ordering of those outward relations and circumstances, that 
God was able permissively to determine the results. Yet the 
acts of the two classes of angels, good and bad, were wholly 
their own. 

The second difference between their election and man’s, 


Predestination of an- 
gels differs from men’s. 
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is that the angels were not chosen in a medi- 
ator. They needed, Neries, because y they 
were not chosen out of a state of guilt, and had not arrayed 
God’s moral attributes against them. Some have supposed 
that their confirming grace was and is mediated to them by 
Jesus: Christ, quoting Col: ai: 10;"1 Petit 12; leh wiuGne Pn 
S207 (Pet. is 225s Bon. 1: 10; Col iaiae bees 

These passages doubtless teach that the Son was, in the 
beginning, the immediate agent of creation for these, as for all 
other beings; and that the God-man now includes ‘angels in 
His mediatorial kingdom, in the same sense in which He 
includes the rest of the universe, besides the saints. But that 
He is not a mediator for angels is clear, from the fact that, 
while He is never called such, He is so emphatically called “the 
Mediator between ‘God and man,”.1 Tim. 11; 5, -<peeond, ine 
has assumed no community of nature with angels. Last. It 
is‘expressly demied in Heb. i: 16, 17.. ((irreek>) 

5. All who call themselves Calvinists admit that God’s 
decree is, in His mind, a cotemporaneous unit. Yet the attempt 
to assign an order to its relative-parts, has led to three-different 
schemes Of predestination: that of the Supralapsarian, of the. 
Sublapsarian, and of the Hypothet-c Universalist. 

The first suppose that in a rational mind, that which is 
ultimate as end, is first in design; and that, 
in the process of planning, the mind passes 
from the end to the means, traveling as it were backwards. 
Hence, God first designed His own glory by the salvation of a 
definite number of men conceived as yet only as 7m Posse, and 
the reprobation of another definite number; that then He pur- 
posed their creation, then the permission of their fall, and then 
the other parts of the plan of redemption for the elect. I do 
not mean to represent that they impute to God an actual suc- 
cession of time as to the rise of the parts of the decree in His 
eternal mind, but that these divines represent God as planning | 
man’s creation and fall, as a means for carrying out His predes- 
tination, instead of planning his election as a means for repair- 
ing his fall. 

The Sublapsarian assigns the opposite order; that God 
determined to create man in His own image, 
to place him under a covenant of works, 
to permit his fall, and with reference to the fallen and guilty 
state thus produced, to elect in sovereign mercy some to be 
saved, passing by the rest in righteous judgment upon their 
sins, and that He further decreed to send Jesus Christ to redeem 
the elect. This milder scheme the Supralapsarians assert to be 
attended with the vice of the Arminian, in making the decree 
conditional; in that God’s decree of predestination is made 
dependent on man’s use of his free will under the covenant of 
works. They also assert that their scheme is the symmetrical 


2d difference. 
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Sublapsarian scheme. 
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one, in that it assigns the rational order which exists between 
ultimate end and intermediate means. 

In my opinion this is a question which never ought to have 
been raised. Both schemes are illogical and 
contradictory to the true state of facts. But 
the Sublapsarian is far more Scriptural in its tendencies, and its 
general spirit far more honourable to God. The Supralap- 
sarian, under a pretense of greater symmetry, is in reality the 
more illogical of the two, and misrepresents the divine charac- 
ter and the facts of Scripture in a repulsive manner. The view 
from which it starts, that the ultimate end must be first in 
design, and then the intermediate means, is of force only with 
reference to a finite mind. God’s decree has no succession; 
and to Him no successive order of parts; because it is a cotem- 
poraneous unit, comprehended altogether, by one infinite intu- 
ition. In this thing, the statements of both parties are untrue 
to God’s thought. The true statement of the matter is, that in 
this co-etaneous, unit plan, one part of the plan is devised by 
God with reference to a state of facts which He intended to 
result from another part of the plan; but all parts equally pres- 
ent, and all equally primary to His mind. As to the decree to 
create man, to permit his fall, to elect some to life; neither part 
preceded any other part with God. But His purpose to elect 
ad reference to a state of facts which was to result from His 
pir,.9se to create, and permit the fall. It does not seem to me 
that tae Sublapsarian scheme makes the decree conditional. 
True, one result decreed is dependent on another result decreed; 
but this ts tucally another thing. No scheme can avoid this, 
not even tne Supraiapsarian, unless it does away with all agency 
except God’s, and makes Him the direct author of sin. 

Objections to the But we object more particularly to the 
Supralapsarian. Supralapsarian scheme. 

(a) That it is erroneous in representing God as having 
before His mird, as the objects of predestination, men conceived 
in posse only; ane in making creation a means of their salva- 
tion or damnation. Whereas, an object must be conceived as 
existing, in order to have its destiny given to it. And creation 
can with no propriety be called a means for effectuating a 
decree of predestination “as to creatures. It is rather a pre- 
requisite of such decree. 

(b.) It contradicts Scripture, which teaches us that God 
chose Hisvelect “out ‘of the -world’: Jno..xv’: 19, and out of 
the ‘same lump” with the vessels of dishonour, Rom. 1x: 21. 
They were then regarded as being, along with the non-elect, in 
the common state of sin and misery. 

(ea Qupselection is’ in Christ-our. Redeemer, Eph. i: 4; 
ili: 11, which clearly shows that we are conceived as being 
fallen, and in need of a Redeemer, in this act. And, moreover, 
our election is an election to the exercise of saving graces to 


Both erroneous. 
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be * wrought in’ us’ by ‘Christ, 1 Pet.1-: 2. (2° Thess. ii Fr 

(d.) Election is declared to be an act of mercy: Rom. ix: 
15, 16; xi: 5, 6, and preterition is an act of justice, Rom. ix : 
22. Now as mercy and goodness imply an apprehension of 
guilt and misery in their object, so justice implies ill-desert. 
This shows that man is predestinated as fallen; and is not per- 
mitted to fall because predestinated. I will conclude this part, 
by repeating the language of Turrettin, Loc. 4, Qu. 18, §5. 

1. “By this hypothesis, the first act of God’s will towards 
some of His creatures is conceived to be an act of hatred, in 
so far as He willed to demonstrate His righteousness in their 
damnation, and indeed before they were considered as in sin, 
and consequently before they were deserving of hatred; nay, 
while they were conceived as still innocent, and so rather the 
objects of love. This does not seem compatible with God’s | 
ineffable goodness. | 

2. “It is likewise harsh that, according to this scheme, God 
is supposed to have imparted to them far the greatest effects of 
love, out of a principle of hatred, in that He determines to cre- 
ate them in a state of integrity to this end, that He may illus- 
trate His righteousness in their damnation. This seems to 
express Him neither as supremely good nor-as supremely wise 
and just. ORE BSS 

3. “It is erroneously supposed that God exercised an act of 
mercy and justice towards His creatures in His foreordination 
of their salvation and destruction, in that they are conceived as 
neither wretched, nor even existing as yet. But since those 
virtues (mercy and justice) are relative, they pre-suppose their 
object, do not make it. | 

4. “It is also asserted without warrant, that creation and the 
fall are means of election and reprobation, since they are ante- 
cedent to them: else sin would be on account of damnation, 
whereas damnation is on account of sin; and God would be 
said to have created men that He might destroy them.” 


LECTURE XXII. 
PREDESTINATION.—Concluded. 
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o I. State the doctrine as taught by the Hypothetic Universalists, Amyraut and 
amero. 
Turrettin, Loc. iv, Qu. 17 and 18, 3 13-20. Watson’s Theol. Inst., ch. 28, 3 
I, 2. Richard Baxter’s ‘‘ Universal Redemption.” 
2. State and refute the Arminian scheme of predestination. 
Turrettin, Loc. iv, Qu. 10, 11, 12 and 17. Hill, Div., bk. iv, ch. 7, 3 2 Deca sy 
Dick, Lect. 35. Watson’s dz supra. 
3. What is (:0d’s decree of preterition as to those finally lost? What its ground? 
How proved? And how does God harden such? 
Turrettin, Loc. iv, Qu. 14, 15. Hill, as above. Dick, Lect. 36, Wesley’s 
Sermons. 
Is predestination consistent with God’s justice? With His holiness? With 
His Deneeblnie: and sincerity in the offer of mercy to all? 
Calvin’s Inst., bk. ili, ch. 23. Hill, as above. Dick, Lect. 36. Jno. Howe. 
Letter to Ro. Boyle. Turrettin, Fontes Sol., Loc. iv, Qu. 17 
5. What should be the mode of preaching and practical effect a the doctrine of 
predestination on the Christian life? 
Turrettin, Loc. iv, Qu. 6. Dick, Lect. 36. Conf. of Faith, ch. 3. 


GOME French Presbyterian Divines of Saumur about 1630- 
50, devised still another scheme of relations between the 
parts of the decree, representing God as first 
(in order, not in time) purposing to create 
man; second, to place him under a covenant of works, and to 
permit his fall; third, to send Christ to provide and offer satis- 
faction for all, out of His general compassion for all the fallen; 
but fourth, foreseeing that all would surely reject it because of 
their total depravity, to select out of the rebellious mass, some, 
in His sovereign mercy, to whom He would give effectual calling. 
They supposed that this theory would remove the difficulties 
concerning the extent of the sacrifice of Christ, and also recon- 
cile the passages of Scripture which declare God’s universal 
compassion for sinners, with His reprobation of the non-elect. 
This scheme is free from many of the objections which lie 
against. the Arminian; it holds fast to the 
truth of original sin, and it avoids the ab- 
surdity of conditioning God’s decree of election on a foresight 
of the saints’ faith and repentance. But in two respects it is 
untenable. If the idea of a real succe¢sion in time between the 
parts of the divine decree be relinquished, as it must be; then 
this scheme is perfectly illusory, in representing God as decrce- 
ing to send Christ to provide a redemption to be offered to all, 
on condition of faith, and this out of His general compassion. 
For if He foresees the certain rejection of all at the time, and 
at the same time purposes sovereignly to withhold the grace 
which would work faith in the soul, from some, this scheme of 
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1. Hypothetic scheme. 


Wherein untenable. 
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election really makes Christ to be related, in God’s purpose, to 
the non-elect, no more closely nor beneficially than the stricter 
Calvinistic scheme. But second and chiefly, it represents Christ 
as not purchasing for His people the grace of effectual calling, 
by which they are persuaded and enabled to embrace redemp- 
tion. But God’s purpose to confer this is represented as dis- 
connected with Christ and His purchase, and subsequent, in 
order, to His work, and the foresight of its rejection by sinners. 
Whereas Scripture represents that this gift, along with all other 
graces of redemption, is given us in Christ, having been pur- 
chased for: His people -by..: Him.’ Ephii)3-) Phin ee 
Plebe xu ine: 

I have postponed to the last, the fourth scheme for arrang- 
ing the order of the parts of the decree, which 
is the Arminian. Unwilling to rob God openly 
of His infinite perfection, as is done by the Socinians, they admit 
that He has some means of foreseeing the contingent acts of 
free-agents, although He neither can’nor does, consistently with 
their free-agency, exercise any direct foreordination over those 
acts. Such contingent acts, they say, would be unknowable to 
a finite mind, but this does not prove that God may not have 
some mode of certainly foreknowing them, which implies no 
foreordination, and which is inscrutable to us. This foresight 
combines with His eternal purpose in the following order. _ Ist. 
God decreed to create man holy and happy, and to place him 
under a covenant of works. 2nd. God foreseeing man’s fall 
into a state of total depravity and condemnation, decreed to 
send Jesus Christ to provide redemption for all. (This redemp- 
tion included the purchase of common, sufficient grace for all 
sinners.) And God also, in this connection, determined the 
general principle that faith should be the condition of an actual 
interest in this redemption. 3d. Next He foresaw that some 
would so improve their common grace as to come to Christ, turn 
from sin and persevere in holiness to the end of life. These He 
eternally purposed to save. Others, He foresaw, would neglect 
their privileges, so as to reject, or after embracing, to forsake 
Christ; and these He eternally purposed to leave in their guilt 
and ruin. Thus His purpose as to individuals, while eternal, is 


2. Arminian scheme. 


‘, conditioned wholly on the conduct foreseen in them. 


This plausible scheme seems to be, at the first glance, 
Objections. ist, That attended with several advantages for recon- 
the decree cannot be ciling God’s goodness and sincerity with the 
af Puente sinners damnation. But the advantages are 
only seeming For 1. The scheme is overthrown by all the 
reasons which showed generally that God’s decrees cannot be 
conditional; (see p. 218, &c.) and especially by these.  (a.) 
That every one of the creature acts is also foreordained, on 
which a part of the decree is supposed to be conditioned. (b.) 
That all the future events into which these contingent acts enter, 
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directly or indirectly, as causes, must be also contingent ; which 
would cast a quality of uncertainty and possible failure over 
God’s whole plan of redemption and moral government, and 
much of His other providence. (c.) And that God would no 
longer be avsolute sovereign; for, instead of the creatures 
depending on Him alone, He would depend on the creature. 

One can scarcely believe that Paul would have answered 
the objections usually raised against God’s 
sovereign decree, as He does in Rom. ix, had 
He inculcated this Arminian view of it. In 
verses 14 and 109, he anticipates those objections; Ist that God 
would be unjust; 2d that He would destroy man’s free agency, 
and He deigns no other answer than to reaffirm the absolute 
sovereignty of God in the matter, and to repudiate the objec- 
tions as sinful cavils. How different this from the answer of 
the Arminian to these cavils. He always politely evades them 
by saying that all God’s dealings with men are suspended 
on the improvement they choose to make of His common 
mercy offered to them. This contrast leads us to believe that 
St. Paul was not an Arminian. 

The believer’s faith, penitence, and perseverance in holiness 
could never be so foreseen by God, as to be 
the condition moving Him to determine to 
bestow salvation on him, because no child of 
Adam ever has any true faith, &c., except as fruits of God’s 
grace bestowed in election. This is evinced in manifold ways 


and. That Paul does 
not reply thus to cavils. 


3rd. Faith, &c., conse- 
quences of electing grace. 


throughout Scripture. (a.) Man is too depraved ever to exer--.— 


cise these graces, except as moved thereto by God, Rom. viii: 
Teoria ay el ome Vile rd 5 Gen. vies.) (bs) er he elect 
are declared to be chosen to the enjoyment of these graces, not 
on account of the exercise of them, Rom. viii: 29; 2 Thess. 
isa te, iia eit vo. ¢c.) The very*faith) penitence 
and perseverance in holiness which Arminians represent as con- 
ditions moving God to elect man, the Scripture represents as 
gifts of God’s grace inwrought by Him in the elect, as conse- 
quencesbor iis election, Epil 83 Aetsiyroars 2° Tim, il: 
Cope Guee ber 1-73 (d.)/Allethe elect’ believe. on 
Chima ie. tO, tay. £029 NS 37, 36nxviF > 2,°9,- 24. and 
none others do, Jno.'x: 26: Acts. xiii: 483 ii: 47. Couple 
these two facts together, and they furnish a strong evidence 
that faith is the consequence (therefore not the cause) of 
election. ~ Ft Saororeane 3 
____The Scriptures in the most express and emphatic terms 
declare that it was no goodness in the elect 

4th. Express texts.  \ hich caused God to choose them; that His 
electing love found them lying in the same mass of corruption 
and wrath with the reprobate, every way deserving the same 
fate, and chose them out of it for reasons commending them- 
selves to His own good pleasure, and in sovereign benevolence. 
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This was seen in Jacob and Esau, Rom. ix: 11-13, as to Israel; 
Ezek. xvi: 3-6. As to.-all sinners, Kom. jx 05, 10918).21 ; 
Rom. xi: 4-7; viii: 28. (Here the Arminians claim that God’s 
foreknowledge precedes and prompts His foreordination. But 
we have shown that this foreknowledge implies selection.) 2 
. Tim. is.9;Matt..x1: 26.5. Jnovwye 1o=To, 
5th. From the Arminian doctrine of conditional election, 
must flow this distinction, admitted by many Wesleyans. Those 
who God foresaw would believe and repent, He thereupon 
elected to adoption. But all Arminians believe that an adopted 
believer may “fall from grace.’ Hence, the smaller number, 
who God foresaw would persevere in gospel grace, unto death, 
He thereupon elected to eternal life. And_the persons elected 
to eternal lite on foresight of their perseverance, are not identi- 
cal with those elected to adoption on foresight of their faith. 
But now, if the former are, in the omniscience of God, elected 
to eternal life on foresight of their perseverance, then they must 
be certain to persevere. We have here, therefore, the doctrine 
of the perseverance of this class of the elect. The inference is 
unavoidable. On this result we remark first: It is generally 
conceded by both Calvinists and Arminians, that the doctrine 
of perseverance is consistent only with that of unconditional 
election, and refutes the opposite. Second: In every instance 
of the perseverance of those elected unto eternal life (on certain 
foresight of their perseverance) we have a case of volitions free 
and responsible, and yet certainly occurring. But this, the 
Arminians hold, infringes man’s freedom. Third: No effect is 
without a cause. Hence, there must be some efficient cause 
for this certain perseverance. Where shall it be sought? Ina 
contingent will? or in efficacious grace? These are the only 
known sources. It cannot be found in a contingent source; 
for this isa contradiction. It must then be sought in efficacious - 
grace. But this, if dispensed by omniscience, can be no other 
than a proof and result of electing grace, 
The word reprobate (ddoxoc) is not, so far as I know, 
ei + applied in the Scriptures to the subject of 
Rest iia predestination. Its etymology and usage 
would suggest the meaning of something rejected upon under- 
going a test or trial,and hence, something condemned or 
rejected. Thus Rom. i: 28, dddxpoy vodv, a mind given over to 
condemnation and desertion, in consequence of great sin, 2 Tim. 
iii: 8. Sectaries, dodxpor mept thy mote, finally condemned and 
given over to apostasy concerning the Christian system. 1 Cor. 
ix : 27, “ Lest after I have preached to others, I myself should be 
d.0oxtpos,” rejected at the final test, i. e. , Judgment Day. Hence 
the more general sense of “ worthless,” Tike. s 10,4 ELeDE Vaeseas 
The application of this word to the negative part of the 
decree of predestination has doubtless prej- 


Th il]- : ° | i 
= Wares ets udiced our cause. It is calculated to mis- 
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represent and mislead, because it suggests too much the idea 
of a comparative judicial result. For then, the query arises, 
if the non-elect and elect have been tested as to their deserts, 
in the divine mind, how comes it that the elect are acquitted 
when they are as guilty, and the non-elect condemned when 
they are no worse? Is not this partiality? But the fact is, 
that in election, God acted asa sovereign, as well as a judge; 
and that the elect are not taken because they are less guilty 
upon trial, but because God had other secret, though sufficient 
reasons. If the negative part of the decree of predestination 
then must be spoken of as a decree of reprobation, it must be 
understood in a modified sense. 

The theologians, while admitting the strict unity of God’s 

Does it include pre. Gecree, divide reprobation into two elements, 
terition and predam- as apprehended by us, preterition and: pre- 
Beret, damnation. These Calvinists, were they con- 
sistent, would apply a similar analysis to the decree of election, 
and divide it into a selection and a prejustification. Thus we 
should have the doctrine of an eternal justification, which they 
properly reject as erroneous. Hence, the distinction should 
be consistently dropped in explaining God’s negative predesti- 
nation. 

I would rather say, that it consists simply of a.sovereign, 
yet righteous purpose to leave out the non-elect, which preter- 
ition was foreseen and intended to result in their final righteous 
condemnation. The decree of reprobation is then, in its 
essence, a simple—preterition. It is indeed intelligent and 
intentional in God. He leaves them out of His efficacious 
plan and purpose of mercy, not out of a general inattention or 
overlooking of them, but knowingly and sovereignly. Yet 
objectively this act is only negative, because God does nothing 
to those thus passed by, to make their case any worse, or to 
give any additional momentum to their downward course. He 
leaves them as they are. Yea, incidentally, He does them 
many kindnesses, extends to multitudes of them the calls of 
His word, and even the remonstrances of His Spirit, preventing 
them from becoming as wicked as they would otherwise have 
been. But the practical or efficacious part of His decree is, 
simply that He will not ‘make them willing in’the day of His 
power.” 

When we thus explain it, there is abundant evidence of a 
decree of preterition. It is inevitably implied 
in the decree of election, coupled with the 
fact that all are neither elected nor saved. If salvation is of 
God; if God is a Being of infinite intelligence, and if He has 
eternally purposed to save some; then He has zpso facto 
equally purposed from eternity to leave the others in their ruin. 
And to this agree the Scriptures, Rom. ix: 13, 17, 18, 21 and 22; 
Mok tie een momes 27. (2. Timi 2s. jude. 43) Peto ths 8. 


Preterition proved. 
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This is a part of God’s word which has ever been assailed 
with the fiercest cavils. It has been repre- 
sented as picturing a God, who created a 
number of unfortunate immortals, and endued them with capac- 
ities for sinning and suffering, only in order that He might 
damn them forever; and to this wretched fate they are inexor- 
ably shut up, by the iron decree, no matter what penitent 
efforts or what cries for mercy and escape they may put forth; 
while the equally or more guilty objects of the divine caprice 
and favouritism are admitted to a Heaven which they cannot 
forfeit, no matter how vilely they behave. There is no wonder 
that a Wesley should denounce the doctrine thus misrepre- 
sented, as worthy only of Satan. There is, indeed, enough in 
the truth of this subject, to fill every thoughtful mind with solemn 
awe and holy fear of that God, who holds the issues of our 
redemption in His sovereign hand. But how differently does 
His dealing appear, when we remember that He created all His 
creatures at first in holiness and happiness; that He gave them 
an adequate opportunity to stand; that He has done nothing 
to make the case of the non-elect worse than their own choice 
makes it, but on the contrary, sincerely and mercifully warns 
them by conscience and His word against that wicked choice; 
that it is all a monstrous dream to fancy one of these non-elect 
seeking Heaven by true penitence, and excluded by the inex- 
orable decree, because they all surely yet voluntarily prefer 
their impenitence, so that God is but leaving them to their pre- 
ferred ways; and that the only way He ensures the elect from 
the destruction due their sins, is by ensuring their repentance, 
faith, and diligent strivings to the end in a holy life. 

Yet it must be confessed that some of the odiousness of 

Is preteritionground- the doctrine is in part due to the unwise 
ed on the sin of those views of it presented by the Orthodox some- 
passed iby. times, going beyond all that God’s majesty, 
sovereignty and word require, out of a love of hypothesis. 
Thus, it is disputed what is the ground of this righteous preter- 
ition of the non-elect. The honest reader of his Bible would— 
suppose that it was, of course, their guilt and wickedness fore- 
_seen by God, and, for wise reasons, permissively decreed by 
Him. This, we saw, all but the supralapsarian admitted in sub- 
stance. God’s election is everywhere represented in Scripture, 
|as an act of mercy, and His preterition as an act of righteous 
|anger against sin. The elect are vessels of mercy, the non- 
elect of wrath. (God does not show anger at anything but sin) 
as in Rom. ix: 22. Everywhere it is sin which excludes from 
His favour, and sin alone. 

But it is urged, with an affected over-refinement, the sin 
of the non-elect cannot be the ground of God’s preterition, 
because all Adam’s seed being viewed as equally depraved, had 
this been the ground, all would have been passed by. I reply, 


Objections. Answers. 
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yes; if this had been the only consideration, pro or con, present 
in God’s mind. The ill-desert of all was in itself a sufficient 
ground for God to pass by all. But when His sovereign wisdom 
suggested some reason, unconnected with the relative desert or 
ill-desert of sinners, which was a good and sufficient ground for 
God’s choosing a part; this only left the same original ground, 
ill-desert, operating on His mind as to the remainder. It is 
perfectly true that God’s sovereignty concerns itself with the 
preterition as well as the election; for the separate reason 
which grounded the latter is sovereign, But with what pro- 
priety can it be said that this secret sovereign reason is the 
ground of his preterition, when the very point of the case was 
that it was a reason which did not apply to the non-elect, but 
only to the elect? As to the elect, it overruled the ground for 
their preterition, which would otherwise have been found, i 
their common ill-desert. As to the non-elect, it did not apply, 
and thus left the original ground, their ill-deserts, in full force. 
If all sinning men had been subjects of a decree of prete- 
rition, nobody would have questioned, but that God’s ground 
for passing them by was simply their ill-desert. Now, then, if} 
a secret, sovereign motive, counterpoising that presented by the | 
ill- desert, led to the election of some ; how does this alter the’ 
ground for God’s preterition of the rest ? Three traitors are 
justly condemned to death for capital crimes confessed. The 
king ascertains that two of them are sons of a noble citizen, who 
had died for the commonwealth; and the supreme judge is 
moved by this consideration to spare the lives of these men. 
For what is the third criminal hung? No one has any doubt 
in answering: “ For his treason.’’ The original cause of death 
remains in operation against him, because no contravening fact 
existed in his case. 

But it is said again: that if we make the sin of the non- 
elect the ground of their rejection, then by parity of reasoning, 
we must make the foreseen piety of the elect the ground of 

their election; and thus return to the error of conditional 
| decrees. This perversely overlooks the fact, that, while the 
elect have no piety of their own originating to be foreseen, the: 
others have an impiety of their own. Reviewing the arguments 
against conditional election, the student will see that this is the 
key to all: It cannot be, because no men will have any piety to 
foresee, save as it is the result of God’s grace bestowed from 
election. But isitso withmen’ssin? Justthe opposite. Sinis. 
the very condition in which God foresees all men as standing, for 
all except supralapsarians admit that God in predestination 
regards man as fallen. Man’s foreseen sin may be the ground 
of God’s preterition, because it is not the effect of that prete- 
rition, but of another part of His eternal.purpose, viz: that to 
permit the fall. And, asagain and again taught, while.the decree 
is absolute, the results decreed are conditioned ; and we cannot 
16* 
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but conceive God as predicating one part of His eternal purpose * 


on a state of facts which was destined to proceed out of another 
part thereof. 

Again: it is said, Scriptures teach, that the sin of the non- 
elect was not the ground of their preterition. ‘In John x: 
26, continued unbelief is the consequence, and therefore not 
the ground, of: ‘the: Pharisees: «preteritionga, > Math oxi ie. 
Romi ix? 14,18) God's wilh? theyisaye and "er tel ion, 
elect’s sin, is the ground of His purpose to harden.” And 
“Esau was rejected as much without regard to his evil, as Jacob 
was elected without regard to his good deeds.” To the first of 
these points I reply, that the withholding of God’s grace is but 
the negative occasion of a sinner’s unbelief, just as the absence 
of the physician from a sick man is the occasion, and not the 
cause, of His death. Mensay that “he died because he failed 
to receive medical help,’ when speaking popularly. But they 
know that the disease, and not the physician, killed him. So, 
our Saviour teaches, in Jno. x: 26; that the stubborn unbe- 
lief of the Pharisees was occasioned by God’s refraining from 


the bestowal of renewing grace. But He does rot deny that . 


that this unbelief was caused by their own depravity, as left 
uninfluenced by the Spirit. Turrettin (Loc. iv: Qu. 15,) although 
inconsistently asserting on this point the supralapsarian extreme, 
says, (Sec. 3,) that we must distinguish between the non- elect 
man’s original unbelief, and his acquired: and that it as the 
latter only, which he denies to be a ground of preterition, 
because it is a result thereof. He admits that the original 
unbelief may be a ground of preterition. This virtually con- 
cedes the point. To the second argument, we reply, that God's 
decree of preterition is, like all others, guided by His evdoxa. 
But is this sovereign good pleasure motiveless? Is it irrational 
caprice? Surely not. It is the purpose of a sovereign; but of 
one who is as rational, just, holy and good, as He is absolute. 
Such a being would not pass by, in richteous displeasure, His 
creature in whom He saw no desert af displeasure. /The third 
point is made from the oft-cited case of the twins, Esau and 
Jacob. Let the supralapsarian strain the passage to mean that 
Esau’s preterition was no more grounded in his ill-desert, than 
Jacob’s election in his merit, because “the children had not 
done good nor evil ;” and he will only reach a result obnoxious 
to his own view as to mine. He will make the Apostle teach 
that these children had no original sin, and that they stood 
before the divine prescience in that impossible state of moral 
neutrality, of which Pelagians prate. We are shut up to inter- 
pret the passage, just.as Turrettin does elsewhere, that it is only 
a relative guilt and innocence between Esau and Jacob, which 
the Apostle asserts: In fact, both “ were by nature children of 
wrath, even, as others.” , 

When it is said that God hardens the non-elect, it is not, 


: 
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God’s hardening, 


Sat? tive influence upon them to make them worse. 


The proof of this was given under the ques- 
tion, whether God can be the author of sin. See especially 
Jas. i:43. God is only the negative cause of hardening—the 


and cannot be intended, that He exerts posi- - 


cena oe aed : : ? 
positive depravation comes only from the sinner’s own voluntary , 


feelings and acts. And the mode in which God gives place to, 
or permits this self-inflicted work, is by righteously withholding 
His restraining word and Spirit; and second, by surrounding 
the sinner (through His permissive providence) with such occa- 
sions and opportunities as the guilty man’s perverse heart will 
voluntarily abuse to increase his guilt and obduracy. This 
dealing, though wrong in men, is righteous in God. Even when 


- God’s decree and providence concerning sins are thus explained, 


our opponents cavil at the facts. They say that the rule of 
holiness enjoined on us is, not only to do no sin, but to prevent 
all the sin in others we righteously can. They say that the same 
rule obliges God. They say we represent Him as like a man 
who, witnessing the perpetration of a crime, and having both 
the right and power to prevent it, stands idly by: and they 
eerie porsticn ocriptures ‘as: ‘Prov, “xxXivey P1,.12. ‘And when 
we remind them, that God permissively ordains those sins, not 
for the sake of their evil, but for the sake of the excellent and 
holy ends He will bring out, they retort, that we represent Him 
as “doing evil that good may come.” These objections derive 


all their plausibility from forgetting that we are creatures and / 


Her 


bondsmen of God, while He is supreme judge. The judicial- 


retribution of sin is not our function: He claims it as His 
own. Kom, «i: 19, 1s a recognized principle of Flis’rule, 
to make permitted sins the punishment of sins. Hence, we 
deny that it follows, the same rules oblige Him, which bind us. 
It does not follow, that the sovereign proprietor can righteously 
deal towards His possessions, only in the modes in which fellow 
servants can properly treat each other. Hence such dealing, 
making guilty souls the executors, in part, of their own right- 


eous punishment, as would be an intrusion for us, is righteous 


and holy for Him. 
To notice briefly the standing objections: The doctrine of 
predestination as we have defined it, is not 


4. Is predestination i, consistent with the justice and impartiality 


unjustly partial ? 


of God. His agency in the fall of angels and | 
men was only permissive—the act and choice were theirs. \ 


They having broken God’s laws and depraved themselves, it 
would have been just in God to leave them all under condem- 


nation. How then can it be more than just when He punishes—\ 


only a part? The charge of partiality has been absurdly 
brought here, as though there could be partiality where there’ 
are no rights at all, in any creature, on the mercy of God; and’ 
Putte a e4s ewite wine, Ts) Denti P72 San xiv: 14> Roem. 
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ii: 11, have been quoted against us. As Calvin very acutely © 
remarks on the first of these, one’s persona, zpoowmoy, in the 
sense of these passages, means, not the moral character, as 
judicially well or ill-deserving, but his accidental position in’ 
society, as Jew or Gentile, rich or poor, plebeian or nobleman. 
And inthis sense it is literally true of election, that in it God 
respects no man’s persona, but takes him irrespective of all 
these factitious advantages and disadvantages. To this foolish», 
charge, Matt. xx: 15, is a sufficient answer. God's sovereignty 
ought undoubtedly to come in as a reply. Within the bounds 
of His other perfections of righteousness, truth and benevo-. 
lence, God is entitled to make what disposal of His own He is\ 
pleased, and men are His property—Rom. ix: 20, 21. Paul does 
not imply here that God is capable of doing injustice to an 
innocent creature, in order to illustrate His sovereignty; but 
that in such a case as this of predestination, where the condem- 
nation of all would have been no more than they deserved, He 
can exercise His sovereignty, in sparing and punishing just such / 
as He pleases, without a particle of injustice. 7 
2. It is. objected, that God’s holiness would forbid such a 
»predeStination. How, it is said, can it be | 
compatible with the fact that God hates | 
sin, for Him to construct an arrangement, He having full power | 
to effectuate a different one, by which He voluntarily and | 
intentionally leaves multitudes of His creatures in-increasing  . 
and everlasting wickedness? And the same objection is raised «" 
against it from His benevolence. The answer is, that this is 
but the same difficulty presented by the origin of evil; and it. 
presses on the Calvinist with no more force than on the Armin-_ 
ian, or even on the Socinian. Allow to God a universal, per-— 
fect foreknowledge, as the Arminian does, and the very same 
difficulty is presented, how an almighty God should have 
knowingly adopted a system for the universe, which would | 
embody such results. For even if the grossest Pelagian view 
be adopted, that God is literally unable certainly to prevent the 
wicked acts of man’s free will, and yet leave him a free agent, 
it would doubtless have been in His power to let alone creating 
those who, He foresaw, would make a miserable immortality 
for themselves, in spite of His grace. The Arminian is obliged 
to say: “There are doubtless inscrutable reasons, unknown to | 
_ us, but seen by God to be sufficient, why He should permit it?” 
\The same appeal to our ignorance is just as available for the 
Calvinist. And if the lowest Socinian ground is taken, which ¥ 
denies to God a universal foreknowledge of the volitions of 
free agents, still we must suppose one of two things. He 
must either have less wisdom than many of His creatures, or 
else, He made these men and angels, knowing in the general, 
that large immortal misery would result. So that there is no 
evasion of this difficulty, except by so robbing God of His 


Is it unholy? 


SH 
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perfections as practically to dethrone Him. It isnot Calvinism 
which creates it; but.the simple existence of sin and misery, 
destined never to be wholly extinguished, in the government 
of an almighty and omniscient God. He who thinks he can 
master it by his theory, only displays his folly. 

3. It is objected that God’s goodness and sincerity in the 
offer of the Gospel to all is inconsistent with 
predestination. It is urged: God says He 
“hath no pleasure in the death of him that 
dieth ;’ that He would have all men to be saved; and that 
Christ declared His wish to save reprobate Jerusalem. Now, 
how can these things, and His universal offer: ‘ Whosoever \, 
will, let him come,” consist with the fixed determination that 
the non-elect shall never be Saved? I reply, that this difficulty 
(which cannot be wholly solved) is not generated by predesti- 
nation, but lies equally against any other theory which leaves 
God His divine attributes. Let one take this set of facts. 
Here is a company of sinners; God could convert all by the 
same powers by which He converts one. He offers His salva- 
tion to all, and assures them of His general benevolence. He 
knows perfectly that some will neglect the offer; and yet, so 
knowing, He intentionally refrains from exerting those powers, 
to overrule their reluctance, which He is able to exert if He 
chose. This is but a statement of stubborn facts; it cannot be 
evaded without impugning the omniscience, or omnipotence of 
God, or both. Yet, see if the whole difficulty is not involved 
in it. Every evangelical Christian, therefore, is just as much 
interested in seeking the solution of this difficulty as the Cal- 
vinist. And it is to be sought in the following brief sugges- 
tions, God’s concern in the transgression and impenitence of 
those whom He suffers to neglect His warnings and invitations, 
is only permissive. He merely leaves men to their own sinful 
choice. His invitations are always impliedly, or explicitly con- 
ditional; suspended on the sinner’s turning. He has never said 
that He desires the salvation of a sinner as impenitent; He 
only says, if the sinner will turn, he is welcome to salvation. 
And this is always literally true; were it in the line of possi- 
bilities that one non-elect should turn, he would find it true in 
his case. All, therefore, that we have to reconcile is these 
three facts; that God should see a reason why it is not proper, 
in certain cases, to put forth His almighty grace to overcome a 
sinner’s reluctance; and yet that He should be able to do it if 
He chose; and yet should be benevolent and pitiful towards 
all His creatures. Now God says in His Word that He does 
compassionate lost sinners. He says that He could save if He 
pleased. His word and providence both show us that some are 
permitted to be lost. Ina wise and good man, we can easily 
understand how a power to pardon, a sincere compassion for 
a guilty criminal, and yet a fixed purpose to punish, could co- 


Tlow reconciled with 
Gospel offers to all ? 
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exist; the power and compassion being overruled by His wis- 
dom. Why may not something analogous take place in God, 
according to His immutable nature? Is it said: such an 
explanation implies a struggle in the breast between competing 
considerations, inconsistent with God’s calm blessedness? I 
reply, God’s revelations of His wrath, love, pity, repentance, 
&c., are all anthropopathic, and the difficulty is no greater 
here, than in all these cases. Or is it said, that there can be 
nothing except a lack of will, ora lack of power to make the 
sinner both holy and happy? I answer: it is exceeding pre- 
sumption to suppose that, because we do not see such a cause, 
none can be known to God ! 

“The doctrine of this high mystery of predestination is to 


be handled with special prudence and care.” 
5. Howto be taught, 


Ae eee In preaching it, that proportion should be 


observed, which obtains in the Bible; and no 
polemical zeal against the impugners of the doctrine ought to 
tempt the minister to obtrude it more often. To press it prom- 
inently on anxious inquirers, or on those already confused by 
cavils of.heretics or Satanic suggestions, or to urge it upon 
one inclined to skepticism, or one devoid of sufficient Christian 
knowledge, experience and humility, is unsuitable and impru- 
dent. And when taught, it should be in the mode which 
usually prevails in Scripture, viz: @ posteriori, as inferred from 
its result, effectual calling. 

But when thus taught, the doctrine of predestination is full 
cf edification. It gives ground for humility, because it leaves 
man no ground for claiming any of the credit of either origin- 
ating or carrying on his salvation. dt lays a foundation for 
confident hope; because it shows that “the gifts and calling of 
God are without repentance.” It should open the fountains of 
love and gratitude, because it shows the undeserved and 
eternal love of God for the undeserving. See here an eloquent 
passage in Witsius, b. 3, chap. 4, § 30. We should-learn to 
teach and to view the doctrine, not from an exclusive, but from 
an inclusive point of view. It is sin which shuts out from 
the favour of God, and which ruins. It is God’s decree which 
calls back, and repairs and saves all who are saved. Whatever 
of sin, of guilt, of misery, of despair the universe exhibits, 
arises wholly out of man’s and Satan’s transgression. What- 
ever of redemption, of hope, of comfort, of holiness and of 
bliss alleviates this sad panorama, all this proceeds from the 
decree of God. The decree is the fountain of universal benev- 
olence; voluntary sinis the fountain of woe. Shall the fountain 
of mercy be maligned because, although it emits all the happi- 
ness in the universe, it has a limit to its streams? 


cece TOON 


LECTURE XXIII. 
CREATION. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What is the usage and meaning of the word create in Scripture ? 
Tarrettiny Loc. v, Ou. 1. Lexicons.” Dick, Lect. 37. 

2. How else have philosophers accounted for the existence of the universe, ex- 
cept by a creation out of nothing? 

Turrettin, w62 supra. Dick, as above. Brucher’s Hist. of Phil. British 
Encyclopeedia, articles ‘‘ Atomic Philosophy,” and “ Platonism.”’ 

3. Prove that God created the world out of nothing; first from Scripture, and 

second, from Reason and the objections to the eternity of the Universe and matter. 
Turrettin, Loc. v, Qu. 3. Dr. 5. Clarke, Discourses of Being, &c.,. of God. 
Dick, as above. Hodge, Theology, Vol. i, pp. 558, &c. Me Lect.,9; 
pp: 206-7. Christlieb, Mod. Doubt and Chr. Belief, Lect. 

4. Can a creature receive the power of creating, by delegation i om God? 

Tarrettin, Loc. v, Qu. 2. 

5. What was each day’ s work of creation, in ac Mosaic week ? 

Genesis, ch. i. Turrettin, Loc. v, Qu. 5,6. On this and the previous ques- 
tions, see Knapp’s Chr. Theol., \rt. v, 3 45 to 50. 

6. What are the theories of modern Geologists concerning the age of the earth? 
Their grounds, and the several modes proposed for reconciling them with the Mosaic 
history ? 

Be ope ae Relig. and Geology. Univ. Lectures, Dr. Lewis Green. Hugh 

Miller, Testimony of the Rocks. Tayler Lewis’ Symbol Days. David N. 
Lord on Geol. Sir Charles Lyell’s System of Geol. Dr. Gerald Molloy. 
Wiseman’s Lects., &c. 


HE words rendered to create, cannot be considered, 
their etymology and usage, very distinctive of the nature 


of the act. The authorities make NS 
1. Terms defined. 


mean “to cut or carve,” primarily, (from tile 
idea of splitting off parts, or separation) hence “to fashion,” 
then to “create ;” and thence the more derivative sense of pro- 
ducing or generating, regenerating the heart, &c. The verb 
riwy Carries, according to the authorities, more of the sense 


”) 


of the Greek verb zoe¢éw—‘“to do or to make,” and is used for 
fashioning, manufacturing, doing (as a function or business), 
acquiring property, &c. The verb a seems to me to carry 


more distinctively the idea of ech ieine out of pre-existent 
materials, as a potter (TY) ') out of clay, &c. And it will be 


observed that wherever it is applied to making man or animals 
4 Gen., the material out of which, is mentioned or implied, as 
u:7. God fashioned man (AN) gutvoh the dust of. the 


earth. The word usually employed from Greek in Septuagint 
and New Testament to express the idea of creating, as distin- 
guished from begetting or generating is xzt¢w. This, author- 
ities say, means primarily to “found,” or “build,” and hence, 
“to make,” “ create.” 
It wil: be clearly seen hence, that the nature of the creative 
247 
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; act is but faintly defined by the mere force 
a aes was out of the words. Yet Scripture does not lack 
produced the whole Universe out of nothing by His almighty 
power; i.e., that His first work of creation did not consist 
merely of fashioning materials already existent, but of bring- 
ing all substance, except His own, out of non-existence into 
existence. How impossible this seemed to the ancient mind 
appears from this fact, that the opposite was regarded as an 
axiom (ex uzhilo nthil fit) and lay as such at the basis of every 
system of human device. So that it was from an accurate 
knowledge, that the author of Hebrews says (xi : 3,) that the 
true doctrine of creation was purely one of faith. And this is 
our most emphatic proof text. We may add to it Rom. iv: 
17; perhaps 1. Cor. 1728) 2. Cor, ivcrOp rhete xa Poo eons 
17. The same meaning may be fairly argued for the word 
N35, Gen. i: 1, from the fact that its sense there is absolutely 

chee 


unqualified or limited by any previous proposition, or reference 

to any material, and also from the second verse. The work of 

the first verse expressed by &%5, left the earth a chaos. 
TOT 


Therefore it cannot contain the idea of fashioning, so that if 
you refuse to it the sense of an absolute production out of 
nothing, you seem to leave it no meaning whatever. This 


truth also appears very strongly, from the contrast which is so © 


often run by Scripture between God’s eternity and the tempo- 
ral nature of the creation: “See Ps) xc::'2; Mattixxv 3262 
Tim. i: 9; Rev.i: 11; and especially Prov. vili : 23-26, “nor 


the highest part of the dust of the world.” It is hard to see | 


how it could be more strongly asserted, that not only was the 
organization, but the very material of the world as yet all 
non-existent. 

How almighty power brings substance into existence from 
absolute non-entity, our minds may not be 
able to conceive. Like so many other 
questions of ontology, it is too impalpable for 
the grasp of our understandings. As we have seen, the mind 
neither sees nor conceives substance, not even material; but 
only its attributes; only, it is intuitively impelled to refer those 


This inscrutable, but 
not impossible. 


passages, which explicitly teach, that God | 


attributes (of which alone it has perception, to some substratum - 


as the substance in which they inhere. The entity itself being 
mysterious, it need not surprise us to find that its rise out of 
non-entity is so. Itis objected that a creation out of nothing is 
a contradiction, because it makes nothing a material to act on, 


and thus, an existence. We reply that this isa mere play upon %_ 
the meaning of a preposition; We do not mean that “nothing” | _ 
is a material out of which existences are fashioned; but the  /— 
term from which an existence absolutely begins. God created | 


a world where nothing was before. Is it objected that, in all 
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our experiental knowledge of causation, the object to receive, 
is as necessary as the agent to emit, power? True; but our 
knowledge of power is not an experimental idea, but an intuitive, 
rational notion; and in the most ordinary effect which we 
witness, is as really inscrutable to our perception and imagina- 
tion, as the causation of a totally new existence. The latter 
is beyond our finite powers; we are certainly incompetent to 
say that it is beyond the reach of infinite power. So, all the 
transcendental difficulties which Pantheists make against a 
creation ex nihzlo, have this common vice: They are attempts 
to bring down to our conceptual forms of thought the relations 
of the infinite, which inevitably transcend them. 

2. There are three other schemes which offer us an alternative 
‘to this of an absolute creation; that of the atomic philosophers, 
that of the Platonists, and that of the Pantheists. 

The Atomic theory of the Universe, advanced by Demo- 
critus and Leucippus, adopted by Epicurus, 
and greatly opposed by Socrates and the 
Platonists, might be so stated, if freed from 
the mechanical technicalities of the Greeks, as to embrace as 
few absurdities as perhaps any possible anti-Christian system. 
That is, it has the merit of atheism, of making two or three 
gigantic falsehoods, assumed at the outset, supersede a whole 
train of minor absurdities. Grant, say the atomists, the eternal 
existence of matter, in the state of ultimate atoms, endued by 
the necessity of nature, with these three eternal attributes, 
motion, a perpetual appetency to aggregation, and diversity of 
ultimate form, and you have all that is necessary, to account 
for universal organization. Now, without dwelling on the 
metaphysical objection (whose soundness is questionable) that 
necessary existence is inconsistent with diversity of form, these 
obvious reasons show that the postulates are not only unproved 
(proof I have never seen attempted) but impossible. First: 
motion is not a necessary attribute of matter: but on the 
contrary, it is indifferent to a state of rest or motion, requiring 
power to cause it to pass out of either state into the opposite. 
Second: Intelligent contrivance could never be generated by 
mere necessary, mechanical aggregations of material atoms; 
but remains still an effect without a cause. Third: the mater- 
‘jalistic account of human and other spirits, which this theory 
gives, is impossible. 

The Pantheistic theory has been already refuted, as space 
would allow, in Lect. ii, which see. The 
Platonic is certainly attended with fewest 
absurdities, and best satisfied the de- 
mands of thinking minds not possessed of Revelation. 
Starting with the maxim ex nthilo nihil fit, it supposes two 
eternal substances, the sources of all that exists; the spiritual 
God, and chaotic matter; the spirits of demi-gods, and men 


Atomic theory. Ref- 
utation. 


Platonic Scheme 
Refutation. 
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being emanations of the former, and the material universe. 
having been fashioned out of the latter, in time, through the 
agency of the Nov¢ or djpeovpyos. The usual arguments against 
the eterntiy of the unorganized matter of the universe, have 
been weighed in the Second Lecture, and many of them 
found wanting, (which see). I now aim only to add to what is 
there said, such considerations as human reason seems able to 
advance solidly against this doctrine. You will remember that 
I there argued, Ist: From the testimony of the human race 
itself, and 2d, from the recency of population, history, traditions, 
arts, &c., on the earth, against the eternity of its organized 
state. To this we may add: 3d. If matter unorganized was 
eternal, it must have been self-existent, and hence, whatever 
attributes it had from eternity must have been absolutely . 
necessary. Hence there was a necessary limitation on the 
power of God, in working with such a material; and it 
may be that He did not make what He would have preferred to 
make, but only did the best He could under the circumstances. 
(Indeed, the Platonist, knowing nothing of the doctrine of a fall 
in Adam, accounted for all the disorders and defects in the 
world, by the refractory nature of eternal matter. The creator 
excuses himself as a smith does, who, though thorougly skillful, 
produces an imperfect edge-tool, because he had nothing but 
bad steel) But, if this isso, then: (a) God as Creator is not 
infinite ; there are limitations upon His powers, as necessary 
and eternal as His own attributes. And these limits obstruct 
His providential action as they did His creative. Hence, He 
is no longer an object of religious trust, and perfect confidence. 
He is only an able artificer. (b) Then, also, God’s knowledge 
of this self-existent matter, external to- Himself, was experimen- 
tally gained; and the doctrine of His omniscience is fatally 
vitiated. 4th. The elementary properties of matter, which on 
this theory, must have been eternal and necessary, have an 
adaptation to God’s purposes in creation, that displays intelligent 
contrivance, just as clearly as any organized thing can. But 
matter is unintelligent; this design must have had a cause. 
5th. The production of spiritual substance out of nothing is, we 
presume, just as hard to account for as material substance. 
Hence, if an instance of the former is presented, the doctrine 
of the eternity of the Universe may as well be surrendered. 
But our souls each present such an instance. No particle of 
evidence exists from consciousness or recollection, that they 
pre-existed, and everything is against the notion that they are 
scintillations of God’ substance. They began to exist: at least 
man has no knowledge whatever of any other origin: and by 
the rule: De zgnotis tdem quast de non existentibus, any other 
origin is out of the debate. They were produced out: of 
nothing. In conclusion, it may be said that, if the idea of the 
production of something out of nothing is found to be not 
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impossible, as we think, when we have supposed an Almighty 
Creator, we have cause enough to account for everything, and 
it is unnecessary to suppose another. 

The question whether a creature can receive, if God choose, 

: delegated power to create, has been agitated 

4 No creature ©" between the Orthodox and some of the 
be enabled to create. 

Romanists, (who would fain introduce a plea 
for the making of a Saviour by the priest, in the pretended 
miracle of the mass) and the old Arians and Socinians, who 
would thus evade the argument for Christ’s proper divinity, 
from the evident ascription to Him of works of creation. We 
believe not only that the noblest of finite creatures is incapable 
of exercising creative power proper, of his own motion; but of 
receiving it by delegation from God, so that the latter is one of 
those natural impossibles which it would argue imper- 
fection in omnipotence to be capable of doing. 

(a) God, ina multitude of places, claims creation as His 
characteristic work, by which His Godhead is manifested, and 
His superiority shown to all false gods and idols; Is. xliv; 7, 24; 
Sates LOO. Opyinan Sh Ulehe xed, Laechsro xxvii iby 
Ps. xcvi: 5. Thus Creator comes to be one of God’s names. 
| (b) To bring anything, however small, out of non-existence 
is so far above man’s capabilities, that he cannot even conceive 
how it can be done. In order that a work may be conceivable 
or feasible for us, it must have subject and agent. Man has no 
faculty which can be directed upon non-entity, in any way, to 
bring anything out of it. Indeed, however small the thing thus 
produced out of nothing, there is an exertion of infinite power. 
The distance to be passed over between the two is a fathomless 
eulf to every finite mind. 

(c.) To make one thing, however limited, might require in- 
finite powers of understanding. For however simple, a number 
of the laws of nature would be involved in its structure ; and 
the successful construction would demand a perfect acquaint- 
ance with those laws, at least, in their infinite particularity, and in 
all their possible combinations, and with the substance as well 
as attributes. Consider any of the constructions of man’s 
shaping and joining materials God has given him, and this will 
be found true. The working of miracles by prophets, apostles, 
&c., offers no instance to the contrary, because it is really God 
who works the miracle, and the human agent only announces, 
and appeals to the interposition of divine power. See Acts iii: 12. 

If we suppose that Gen. i: 1, describes a previous pro- 
duction in a time left indefinite, of the heavens 
: and the matter of the earth, then the work of 
the first of the six days will be the productionof light. Itmay , 
seem unreasonable at the first glance, that light should bey 
created, and should make three days before the sun, its great 
fountain at present, was formed. But all the researches of 
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modern optics go more and more to overthrow the belief that 
light is a substantive emanation from the sun. What it is, 
whether a substance, or an affection of other substance, is still 
unknown. Hence it cannot be held unreasonable, that it should 
have existed before the sun; nor that God should have regulated 
itin alternations of day and night. On the second day the atmos- 
phere seems to have been created, (the expanse) or else disen- 
gaged from chaos, and assigned its place around the surface of 
the earth. This, by sustaining the clouds, separated the waters 
from the waters. The work of the third day was to separate 
the terrestrial waters from the dry ground, to assign each their 
bounds, and to stock the vegetable kingdom with its genera of 
trees and plants. The fourth day was occupied with the cre- 
ation, or else the assignment to their present functions, of sun, 
moon and stars. And henceforth these became the chief 
depositories, or else propagators, of natural light. The fifth 
day witnessed the creation of all oviparous animals, including 
the three classes of fishes, reptiles and birds. The sixth day 
God created the terrestrial animals of the higher order, now 
known as mammalia, and man, His crowning work. 

In our age, as you are aware, modern geologists teach, with 
great unanimity, that the state of the struc- 
tures which compose the earth’s crust shows 
it to be vastly more than 6,000 years old. To 
explain this supposed evidence to you, I may take for granted 
your acquaintance with the classes into which they distribute 
the rocks and soils that form the earth, so far as man has pierced 
it. Lowest in order, and earliest in age, are the azozc rocks, 
many of them crystalline in texture, and all devoid of fossils. 
Above them are rocks, by the older geologists termed secondary 
and tertiary, but nowtermed palacozoic, mesozoic, and cainozotc. 
Above them are alluvia, the more recent of which contain 
remains of existing genera. Only the barest outline of their 
classification is necessary for our purpose. Now, the theory of 
the geologists is, that the materials of the stratified rocks were 
derived, by disintegration, from masses older than themselves ; 
and that all this material has been’ re-arranged by natural pro- 
cesses of deposition, since the creation of our globe. And 
hence, that creation must have been thousands of ages before 
Adam. (a.) Because the crystalline rocks, which are supposed 
to have furnished the material for all the later, seemed to have 
resulted from a gradual cooling, and are very hard, disinte- 
grating very slowly. (b.) The made-rocks and earths are very 
abundant, giving an average thickness of from six to ten miles. 
Hence a very great time was requisite to disintegrate so nauch 
hard material. (c.) The position of these made s¢ra¢a or layers, 
indicates long series of changes, since they were deposited, as 
upheavals, dislocations, depressions, subsequent re-dissolvings. 

(d.) They contain 30,000 species and more, of fossil remains 


6. The view of mod- 
ern geology explained. 
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of animal life, besides vegetable; of which, not only are whole 
genera now extinct, but were wholly extinct ages before another 
cluster of genera were first created; which are now extinct also. 
And the vast quantities of these fossils, as shells in some lime- 
stone, remains of vegetation in vast coal beds, &c., &c., point 
to a long time, for their gradual accumulation. 

(f.) There are no human fossils found with these remains of © 
earlier life, whence they were pre-Adamite. 

Last. Since the last great geologic changes in the strata 
of the made rocks, changes have been produced in them by 
natural and gradual causes, which could not have been made in 
6,000 years, as whole de/tas of alluvial mud deposited, e. g.. 
Louisiana, deep channels dug out by rivers, as Niagara from 
Lake Ontario to the falls, water worn caves in the coast lines, 
and former coast lines of countries, e. g., Great Britain, which 
are rock-bound. 

Modern divines, usually yield this as a demonstration: and 

Attempts to recon- offer one of two solutions to rescue Moses 
cile this with Moses. from the appearance of mistake. 1. Drs. 
Est. Scheme. Pye Smith, Chalmers, Hitchcock, Hodge, 
&c., suppose Gen. i: I and 2, Ist clause, to describe God’s 
primeval, creative act; which may have been separated by 
thousands of ages from Adam’s day; and in that vast interval, 
occurred all those successive changes, which geologists describe 
as pre-Adamite, and then lived and died all those extinct genera 
of animals and vegetables. The scene had been closed, per- 
haps ages before, by changes which left the earth’s surface void, 
for.sless and dark. But all this Moses passes over with only 
one word; because the objects of a religious revelation to man 
were not concerned with it. The second verse only describes 
how God took the earth in hand, at this stage, and in six days 
gave it the order, the gexera of plants and animals, and last, the 
human race, which now possesses it. 

The geological objections which Hugh Miller, its ablest 
Christian assailant, brings, may be all summed up in this: That 
the fossils show there was not such a clean cutting off of all the 
genera of plants and animals at the close of the pre-Adamite 
period, and re-stocking of the earth with the existing genera ; 
because many of the existing co-exist with the prevalent p/ezo- 
cene genera, in the tertiary rocks, and many of those again, 
with the older genera, in the palaeozoic rocks. This does not 
seem at all conclusive, because it may have suited God, at the 
close of the pre-Adamite period, to suffer the extinction of all, 
and then to create, along with the totally different new genera, 
some bearing so close a likeness to some extinct geneva, as to 
be indistinguishable by their fossils. 

The exegetical objections are chiefly these. 1. That the 

_. gun, moon and light were only created at 

Exegetical difficulties. the Adamic period. Without these there 
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could have been neither vegetable nor animal life before. 2. 
We seem to learn from Gen. i: 313; iii: 17-19; Rom. v: 12; 
viii: 19-22, that all animal suffering and death came upon our 
earth as a punishment for man’s sin; which our conceptions of 
the justice and benevolence of God seem to confirm. To the 
ist the common answer is, that the chaotic condition into which 
the earth had fallen just before the Adamic period, had prob- 
ably shut out all influences of the heavenly bodies; and that 
the making of sun, moon, &c., and ordaining them for lights, 
&c., probably only means their apparent creation, 1. e., their re- 
introduction to the earth. “To ‘the 2d %t 1s replied} *that' the 
proper application of the texts attributing all terrestrial dis- 
order and suffering to man’s fall, is only to the earth as cotem- 
porary with man; and that we are too ignorant of God’s plan, 
and of what sin of rational free agents may, or may not have 
occurred onthe pre-Adamite earth, to dogmatize about it. These 
replies seem plausible, and may be tenable. This mode of 


able, and most respectable. 
The second mode of reconciliation, now made most fashion- 
able by H. Miller, Tayler Lewis, &c., sup- 


The theory of six svm- 
bolic days. poses that the word OH day, in the account 


of creation, does not mean a natural day of 24 hours, but is 
symbolical of a vast period; during which God was, by natural 
laws, carrying on changes in the earth’s. surface and its inhabi- 
tants. And they regard the passage as an account of a sort of 
symbolic vision, in which God gave Moses a picture, in six 
tableaux, of these six vast series of geologic and creative changes: 
so that the language is, to use Dr. Kurtz’ (of Dorpat,) fantastic 
idea, a sort of prophecy of the past, and is to be understood 
according to the laws of prophetic symbols. This they confirm 
by saying that Moses makes three days before he has any sun 
or moon to make them: that in Gen. ii: 4, the word is used for 
something other than a natural day; and that it is often used in 
Hebrew as a general and undefined term for season or period. 
_ Miller also argues, that geology reveals the same succession of 
fossils which Moses describes; first plants, then monstrous 
fishes and reptiles and birds, (all oviparous), then quadrupeds 
and mammalia, and last, man. 
The following objections lie against this scheme. Geolo- 
gists are not agreed that the succession of 
fossils is that which its advocates assert. 
Some of the weightest authorities declare that plants (assigned 
by this scheme to the third day, and to the earliest production 
of organic things) are not the earliest fossils. | Crustaceous, 
and even vertebrate animals precede the plants. Second. The 
narrative seems historical, and not symbolical; and hence the 
strong initial presumption is, that all its parts are to be taken in 
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their obvious sense. The advocates of the symbolic days (as 
Dr. G. Molloy) attach much importance to their claim that 
theirs is not an afterthought, suggested by geologic difficulties, 
but that the exposition was advanced by many of the ‘ Fathers’. 
After listening to their citations, we are constrained to reply 
that the vague suggestions of the different Fathers do not yield 
them any support, because they do not adopt their theory of 
explanation. Third. The sacred writer seems to shut us up to 
the literal interpretation, by describing the day as composed of 
its natural parts, “morning and evening.” Is the attempt 
made to break the force of this, by reminding us, that the 
“evening and the morning” do not make up the whole of the 
civic day of twenty-four hours; and that the words are different 
from those just before, and commonly afterwards employed to 
denote the “day” andthe “night,” which together make up the 
natural day? We reply: it is true, morning and evening do not 
literally fill the twenty-four hours. But these epochs mark the 
beginnings of the two seasons, day and night, which do fill the 
twenty-four hours. And it is hard to see what a writer can 
mean, by naming evening and morning as making a first, ora 
second “day”; except that he meant us to understand that 
time which includes just one of each of these successive 
epochs:— one beginning of night, and one beginning of day. 
These gentlemen cannot construe the expression at ll. 
The plain reader has no trouble with it. When we have 
had one evening and one morning, we know we _ have 
just one civic day; for the intervening hours have made just 
Pigeiiine eel ourth. soli Genii 3:2, 35. dexod. xx: 11,.Grod's 
creating the world and its creatures in six days, and resting the 
seventh, is given as the ground of His sanctifying the Sabbath 
day. The latter isthe natural day; why notthe former? The 
evasions from this seem peculiarly weak. Fifth. It is freely 
admitted that the word day is often used in the Greek Scrip- 
tures as well as the Hebrew (as in our commmon speech) for an 
epoch, a season, atime. But yet, this use is confessedly deriva-. 
tive. The natural day is its literaland primary meaning. Now, 
it is apprehended that in construing any document, while we are 
ready to adopt, at the demand of the context, the derived or 
tropical meaning, we revert to the primary one, when no such 
demand exists in the context. Last. The attributing of the 
changes ascribed to each day by Moses, to the slow operation of 
natural causes, as Miller’s theory does, tramples upon the proper 
scope of the passage,and the meaning of the word “create ;”’ 
which teach us this very truth especially; that these things 
-were not brought. about by natural law at all, but by a super- 
natural divine exertion, directly opposed thereto See Gen. ii: 
5. lf Moses does not here mean to teach us that in the time 
named by the six “days” (whatever it may be), .God was 
employed in miraculously creating and not naturally “growing ” 
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a world, I see not how language can be construed. This 
decisive difficulty is wholly separate from the questions about 
the much debated word, “ day,” in this passage. 


APPENDIX. 


Without presuming to teach technical geology (for which 
I profess.no qualification ; and which lies, as I conceive, wholly 
outside the functions of the Church teacher), I wish, in dismiss- 
ing this subject, to give you some cautions and instructions 
touching its relations with our revealed science. 

There must always be a legitimate reason for Church 
teachers adverting to this subject ; because 
geology, as often asserted, is virtually a theory 
of cosmogony, and cosmogony is but the doc- 
trine of creation, which is one of the modes by which God 
reveals Himself to man, and one of the prime articles of every 
revealed theology. Were not all the ancient cosmogonies but 
natural theologies? Not a few modern geologists resent the 
animadversions of theologians, as of an incompetent class, 
impertinent and ignorant. Now I very freely grant that it is a 
very naughty thing for a parson, or a geologist, to profess to 
know what he does not know. But all logic is but logic; and 
after the experts in a special science have explained their prem- 
ises in their chosen way, it is simply absurd to forbid any other 
class of educated men to understand and judge their deductions. 
What else was the object of their publications? Or, do they 
intend to practice that simple dogmatism, which in us religious 
teachers, they would so spurn? Surely when geologists cur- 
rently teach their systems to boys in colleges, it is too late for 
them to refuse the inspection of an educated class of men! 
When Mr. Hugh Miller undertook, by one night’s lecture, to 
convince a crowd of London mechanics of his pet theory of 
the seven geologic ages, it is too late to refuse the criticism of 
theologians trained in philosophy ? 

I would beg you to notice how distinctly either of the cur- 

2. Westminster rent theories contradicts the standards of our 
Confession inconsistent Church. See Conf. of Faith, ch. iv, §1. 
writin ae Larger Cat., que. 15,120. Our Confession is 
not inspired ; and if untrue, it should be refuted. But if your 
minds are made up to adopt either of these theories, then it. 
seems to me that common honesty requires of you two things ; 
to advertise your Presbyteries, when you apply for license and 
ordination, of your disbelief of these articles; that they may 
judge whether they are essential to our system of doctrine ; and 
second; to use your legitimate influences as soon as you 
become church rulers, to have these articles expunged from our 
standards as false. 


I This subject must 
concern Theologians. 
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Let me urge upon you a wiser attitude and temper towards 
ligase the new science, than many have shown, 
wud among the ministry. Some have shown a 
jealousy and uneasiness, unworthy of the 

stable dignity of the cause of inspiration. These apparent diffi- 
culties of geology are just such as science has often paraded 
against the Bible; but God’s word has stood firm, and every 
true advance of science has only redounded to its honour. 
Christians, therefore, can afford to bear these seeming assaults , 


with exceeding coolness. Other pretended theologians have | \ 


been seen advancing, and then as easily retracting, novel | 
schemes of exegesis, to suit new geologic hypotheses. The 
Bible has often had cause here to cry, “Save me from my 
friends.” Scarcely has the theologian announced himself as 
sure of his discovery that this is the correct way to adjust Reve- 
lation to the prevalent hypotheses of the geologists, when these 
mutable gentlemen change their hypothesis. The obsequious 
divine exclaims: “ Well, I was in error then; but now I have 
certainly the right exposition to reconcile Moses to the geolo- 
gists.’ And again the fickle science changes its ground. 
What can be more degrading to the authority of Revelation ! 
As remarked in a previous lecture, unless the Bible has its own 
ascertainable and certain law of exposition, it cannot be a rule 
of faith; our religion is but rationalism. I repeat, if any part 
of the Bible must wait to have its real meaning imposed upon 
it by another, and a human science, that part is at least mean- 
ingless and worthless to our souls. It must expound itself inde- 
pendently ; making other sciences ancillary, and not dominant 
over it. 
It should be freely conceded that it was not God’s purpose, 
seiatilias tase in giving the Bible, to foreshadow the scien- 
be expected ; in Bible, tific vatzonale of natural phenomena. ~Its 
Reasons. But notap- object is theological. And the Bible is, in 
plicable to cosmogony. this respect, a strictly practical book. Hence, 
it properly speaks oftthose phenomena as they appear, and uses 
the popular phrases, “sun rises,’ ‘sun sets,’ “sun stood still,” 
etc., just as any other than a pedantic astronomer would, when 
not expressly teaching astronomy. Hence, we admit, that the 
attempt made by Rome and the Reformers to array the Bible 
against the Copernican System was simply foolish. The Bible 
only professed to speak of the apparent phase of the facts; the 
theory of the astronomer professed to give the non-apparent, 
scientific mechanism of the facts. So far as geology does the 
analogous thing, we should have no quarrel with it. But how 
far does this concession go? When Moses seems to say that 
God created the world and its inhabitants out of nothing, are 
we at liberty to treat him as we do Joshua, when he speaks of 
the sun as standing still? I think not. First: Moses’ reference 
to the facts of creation is not, like Joshua’s reference to the 
17* 
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astronomical event, merely incidental to a narrative of human 
history, but is a statement of what is as mucha theological doc- 
trine as a natural fact, introduced by him for its own theological 
purpose. Second: Joshua’s language is defended, as being 
true to the apparent phase of the event. But creation had no 
apparent phase; for the simple reason that it had no human 
spectators. ‘There is no popular language about world-making, 
conformed to the seeming phenomenon, as we have about the 
moving and setting suns which we daily seem to behold; for 
none of us, of any generation, have witnessed the exterior 
appearances of world-making. Hence, I must believe that we 
are not authorized to class the declarations of Moses here, with 
those of these oft-cited passages. 

It is an all-important point that, if debate arises between a 
geologic hypothesis and the fair and natural 
meaning of the Bible touching cosmogony, 
the geologist must bear the burden of proof. 
We are entitled to claim this, because the inspiration of the 
Scriptures is in prior possession of the field, in virtue of its own 
independent, historical, prophetic, internal and spiritual eviden- 
ces, and of the immense and irreparable stake which every 
awakened soul has in its truth. Hence, the geologist does not 
dislodge the Bible, until he has constructed his own independ- 
ent, and exclusive, and demonstrative evidence that his hypoth- 


5. Burden of proof 
rests on Geologists. 


esis must be the true one, and the only true one. Has the - 


science ever done this? This logical obligation geologists . — 


perpetually forget. They perpetually substitute a “may be” 
fora “must be.’’ As soon as they hit upon a hypothesis 
which, it appears, may satisfy the known facts, they leap to the 
conclusion that it isthe obviously, the only true one. But now, 
our position is not approached until such a complete, and exclu- 
sive demonstration is made. We are under no obligation, in 
order to defend ourselves, to substantiate another hypothesis by 
geologic reasoning; our defence is complete, when we show by 
such argument that their hypothesis comes short of an exclusive 
and perfect demonstration. It requires, as yet, little knowledge 
to show this; when the leading geologists are still differing be- 
tween themselves, touching the igneous, the aqueous, the gradual 
and the sudden systems; when effects are so hastily and confi- 
dently ascribed to one species of natural agency, which may, 
very possibly, have been effected by it, or by one of several 
other possible agencies; when we see the greatest names 


assuming as premises for important deductions, statements . 


which are corrected by the practical observation of plain men; 
from the oversight of important questions as to the consistency 
and feasibility of their theories of cosmogony, with observed 
facts; and last, from the truth that the most truly scientific are 
most cautious in asserting any such scheme with confidence. 

I have reserved the most vital point to the last. It is this: 
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6. Usualinference of Lhe structures of nature around us cannot 
cause from observed present by their traits of naturalness, a uni- 
resemblances. versally demonstrative proof of a natural, as 
against a supernatural origin, upon any sound, theistic theory. 
Because, supposing a Creator, originating any structures or 
creatures supernaturally, He must also have conferred on His 
first things traits of naturalness. Hence, should it be found 
that the Creator has uttered His testimony to the supernatural 
origin of. any observed things, that testimony cuts across and 
supersedes all the arguments @ posteriori, from natural analogies 
to a natural origin. Thus, many geologists, seeing that sedi- 
mentary action by water now produces some stratified rocks, 
claim that they are entitled, by the similarity of effects, to 
ascribe all stratified rocks to sedimentary action. This, they 
say, is but a fair application of the axiom, that “like causes 
produce like effects,” which is the very corner-stone of all induc- 
tive science. But the real proposition they employ is the con- 
verse of this: that like effects imply like causes. Now, first: 
it is trite as true, that the proof of a proposition does not prove 
its converse. Second: the theist has expressly admitted 
another cause, namely, an infinite, personal Creator, confessedly 
competent to any effect He may choose to create. Hence, all 
theists are compelled to admit that the natural, a posteriori 
.argument cannot universally hold, as to the origin of beings. 
Once admit a Creator, and that argument remains, in every case 
where the Creator’s absence is not proved by some positive 
evidence other than physical, the invalid species of induction, 
which Bacon exploded under the name of zxductio enumerationis 
simplicis. Nov. Organum, Lib. 1, § 105. ‘‘ /uductio enim, que 
procedit per enumerationem simplicem, res puerilts est, et precarto 
concluatt, et periculo exponitur ab tnstantia contradictoria,” &c. 
In the case under discussion, any natural structure originated 
by the Creator, would be such a contradictory instance. 
Unless then the divine cause is excluded by some other than 
physical evidence, such induction can never be universally 
valid. Third: A wise God always has some “final cause,” 
guiding His action. We may not be presumptuous in surmis- 
ing, in every case, what His final cause was; but when His own 
subsequent action has disclosed it, we are on safe ground; we 
may assuredly conclude that the use to which He has actually 
put a given thing is the use for which He designed it. When, 
therefore, we see Him subjecting all structures to natural law, 
we know that those which He himself created, He designed to 
subject to such law. Then, He must have created them as nat- 
ural as though their origin also had been from nature. Fourth: 
To the theist, this argument is especially clear as to living, 
organized creatures. Supposing a Creator, the first of each 
species must have received from the supernatural, creative 
hand, every trait of naturalness; else it could not have fulfilled 
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the end for which it was made; to be the parent of a species. 
What are the attributes connoted by the name of any species ? 
Natural History answers: they are precisely those regularly 
transmitted by natural generation. Then, in order to be the 
parent of a natural species, the first thing, while supernatural in 
origin, must have been thoroughly natural in all essential traits. 
Fifth: If we deny this, we must assign a natural parent before 
the first-created parent of each species of generated organisms. 
Thus we should be involved in a multitude of infinite series, 
without cause external to themselves; a resuit which science 
herself has repudiated, as an impossible absurdity. Suppose 
then, that by some chance, a physicist should examine the very 
remains of one of those organisms which God creatively pro- 
duced, as a bone of Adam’s body; he would, of course, find in 
it the usual traits of naturalness. Yet he could not thence 
infer for this thing a natural origin; since, according to the sup- 
posed case, it was a first thing. Hence, it is concluded with 
mathematical rigidity, that when we grant an omnipotent Créa- 
tor anywhere in the past, the argument from naturalness of 
traits to a natural origin ceases to be universally conclusive. 

This case is exactly illustrated by what lawyers term 
“circumstantial evidence’ in a court of jus- 
tice. The science of law, charged with the 
solemn issues of life and death, has exactly 
defined the proper rules for this species of evidence. Before a 
man can be convicted upon circumstantial evidence, the prose- 
cution must show that their hypothesis of his guilt not only 
may satisfy all the circumstances known, but that it is the only 
possible hypothesis. And the enlightened judge will rule, that 
the defence are entitled to test that. fact even by their imagina- 
tions. If they can suppose or invent another hypothesis, 
unsupported by a single positive proof, that demonstrates the 
fact, that the hypothesis of guilt is not the only possible one, 
the accused must be discharged. But let us suppose that, 
just when the circumstantial evidence of guilt seemed com- 
plete, an eye-witness is adduced, who swears that he saw the 
crime perpetrated by another. Let us suppose that other 
agent was naturally competent to the act. Then the judge 
will rule, that the whole farther discussion must turn on the 
consistency and credibility of that witness. He will say to the 
accusers: that if they have any valid way to impugn the wit- 
ness’ competency, or credibility, they may do so; otherwise, in 
presence of his positive evidence, their circumstantial proof, in 
spite of all its ingenuity and plausibility, is utterly broken 
down. Now the a fosteriori argument of the geologists is such 
a circumstantial proof. The Bible is the parole-witness; if its 
competency and trustworthiness stand, their case has collapsed 
before it. 


Again: why should the Theistic philosopher desire to push 


Illustrated by Cir- 
cumstantial Evidence. 
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back the creative act of God to the remotest possible age, and 
reduce His agency to the least possible mznimum, as is continu- 
ally done in these speculations? What is gained by it? In- 
stead of granting that God created a xoayoc, a world, some 
strive continually to show that He created only the rude germs 
of a world, ascribing as little as possible to God, and as much 
as possible to natural law. Cuz dono; if you are not hankering 
after Atheism? Is a completed result any harder for infinite 
powers than a germinal one? What is natural law; and what 
its source? It originated in the creative power, and is main- 
tained, energized, and regulated by the perpetual providence of 
God. Do you crave to push God away, as far as possible? It 
does not help you to say, natural law directed the formation of 
this mass of marble, instead of supernatural creation; for God 
is as near and as infinite in His common, natural, as in His first, 
supernatural working. 

But if you must persist in recognizing nothing but natural 
forces, wherever you see a natural analogy, I 
will show you that it will land you, if youare 
consistent, no where short of absolute athe- 
ism. Suppose that nebular theory of the origin of the solar 
system were true, which the anti-Christian, La Place, is said to 
have suggested as possible, and which so many of our nominal 
Christians have adopted, without proof, as certain. An obser- 
ver from some other system, fully imbued with the principles of 
modern science, comes to inspect, at the stage that he finds only 
a vast mass of incandescent vapor, rotating from west to east 
around an axis of motion. If he uses the confident logic of 
our geologists, he must reason thus: “ Matter is naturally inert; 
momentum must come from impact; therefore, this rotary 
motion which I now behold, must be the result of some prior 
force, either mechanical, electrical, or some other. And again, 
I see only vapor. Vapor implies evaporation; and sensible 
heat suggests latent heat, rendered sensible either by electrical 
or chemical action, or compression. There must, therefore, 
have been a previous, different, and natural condition of this 
matter now volatilized, heated, and rotating. The geologists of 
the 19th century, therefore, will be mistaken in calling this the 
primitive condition of the system.’ Before each first, then, 
there must still be another first. This is, therefore, the eternity 
of Naturalism—it is Atheism. : 

This argument is usually dismissed by geologists with a 
Argument just, as SOrtof summary contempt,or with a grand out- 
against exclusion of cry of opposition. It does indeed cut deep 
ae into the seductive pride of their science, 
sweeping off at one blow that most fascinating region, the in- 
finite past. It is urged, for instance, that my argument would 
subvert the foundations of all natural science. They exclaim, 
that to concede this would be to surrender the whole ovganon 


Illustrated by Nebu- 
lar Hypothesis. 
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of scientific discovery. I answer, no. Within the domain of 
time, the known past of human history, where its testimony proves 
the absence of the supernatural, the analogical induction is per- 
fectly valid. And there is the proper domain of natural 
science. In that field, their method of reasoning is a useful 
organon, and a legitimate; let them use it there, to the full, for 
the good of man. But in the unknown eternity of the past, 
prior to human history, it has no place; it is like the mariner’s 
compass carried into the stellar spaces. That compass has a 
known attraction for the poles of this globe; and therefore on 
this globe, it is a valued guide. But away in the region of 
Sivius, where we know not whether the spheres have poles, or 
whether they are magnetic, it is naught. He who should follow 
it would be a madman. 
Another objection, supposed to be very strong, is drawn 
ie from the fossil remains of life. The geolo- 
Objection from Fos- __. ‘ 
vinta Babies | gists say triumphantly, that however one 
might admit my view as to the mere sévaza, it 
would be preposterous when applied to the remains of plants 
and animals buried in these szvata, evidently alive thousands 
of ages ago. They assert roundly that, in order to make any 
application of this argument, anywhere, I shall have to hold the 
preposterous assertion, that all the fossil remains of vegetable 
and animal life, which lived during the vast, pre-Adamite ages, 
are mere stones, never alive: or that, in other words, we must 
refuse the evidence of our own senses, and suppose the Creator 
imposed this cheat on them. This supposed consequence we 
expressly repudiate. And it is very easy to show that it does 
not follow. In attempting to fix the relative age and order of 
strata and fossils, geology reasons in a circle. Sir Chas. Lyell 
states that a stratigraphical order has been inferred from three 
classes of data. 1. The observed order of stvata where actu- 
ally found in juxtaposition. 2. The kinds of organic life con- 
tained in the different strata. 3. The material and structure of 
the strata themselves. Evidently such inferences are invalid, — 
from two grounds. First: they have not proved that the azozc 
stratified rocks, a large class by their own showing, may not 
have had an mmmediate, supernatural origin: for I have evinced 
that their naturalness of structure alone is no proof against this. 
If then, these stratified rocks are really as old as the igneous, 
here is a huge chasm in their system. Second: They reason 
in a circle, in that they argue the relative oldness of certain 
fossils from the s¢va¢a in which they are found; and then argue 
the oldness of the strata from the assumed age of the fossils. 
For instance: they conclude that the non-fossiliferous clay- 
slate is a very old stratified rock, because without fossils. 
Again, they have concluded that some given species of fossil life 
is very old, because found in a stratum very near that very old 
slate. Then they infer that some other stratum is very old, 
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because this fossil is found in it! Third:.Concede once (I care 
not where in the unknown past) an almighty Creator of infinite 
understanding, (as you must, if you are not an atheist,) and then 
both power and motive for the production of these living struc- 
tures at and after a supernatural creation, become infinitely pos- 
sible. It would be an insane pride of mind, which should con- 
clude that, because it could not comprehend the motive for the 
production, death, and entombment of all these creatures under 
such circumstances, therefore it cannot be reasonable for the 
Infinite Mind to see such a motive. So that my same formula 
applies here also. Once concede an Infinite Creator, and all 
inferences as to the necessarily natural origin of all the struc- 
tures seen, are fatally sundered. 

In fine, if that account of the origin of the universe, which 
theology gives us, is to be heeded at.all, the 
following appears the most philosophical con- 
ception of a creation: That God, in produ- 
cing a world which His purposes required to pass under the 
immediate domain of natural laws, would produce it with just 
the properties which those laws perpetuate and develope. And 
here appears a consideration which brings theology and cos- 
mogony into unison. What was God’s true end in the creation 
of amaterial world? Reason and Scripture answer: To furnish 
a stage for the existence and action of a moral and rational crea- 
ture. The earth was made for man to inhabit. As the light 
would be but darkness, were there no eye to see, so the moral 
design of the world would be futile without a human mind to 
comprehend it, and praise its Maker. Now, such being God’s 
end in creation, it seems much more reasonable to suppose that 
He would produce at once the world which He needed for His 
purpose, rather than spend hundreds of thousands of years in 
growing it. 


Creation had a moral 
end. 


LECTURE XXIV. 
ANGELS. 


es 


SYLLABUS. 


I. Prove the existence and personality of Angels; and show the probable time of 

their creation. 
Turrettin, Loc. vii, Qu. 2, 3, 5, 6,7. Calvin’s: Inst. bk. 1; ‘chigiaaeic 
Lect. 38. Knapp, é 58, 59- 

2. What is revealed of their numbers, nature, powers and ranks? 

Turrettin, asabove. Dick and Calvin, as above. Knapp, as above, and @ 61. 

3. In what moral state were they created, and under what covenant were they 
placed? How did this probation result? 

Turrettin, Loc. vii, Qu. 4, Loc. ix, Qu. 5, Loc. iv, Qu. 8, 3 1-8. Dick, Lect. 
39. Calvin, as above. 

4. What are the offices of the good angels? Have the saints individual guardian 

angels ? 
¥ Turrettin, Loc. vii, Qu. 8. Dick, Lect. 38. Calvin, as above, Knapp, 2 60. 

5. Prove the personality and headship of Satan, and the personal existence of 
his angels. 

Calvin as above. Dick as above. Knapp, 3 62, 63. 

6. What do the Scriptures teach as to the powers of evil angels over natural 
elements and animal bodies; over the minds and hearts of men: in demoniacal pos- 
Sessions of ancient and modern times; in witchcraft and magic, and of the grade of 
guilt of wizards, &c.? 

Turrettin, Loc. vii, Qu. 5, Loc. ix, Qu. 5, Loc. iv, Qu. 8, 3 18. Calvin’s 
Inst., bk. i, ch. 14, 9 13-20. Ridgeley, Qu. 19.. Knapp, 3 64 to 66. Com- 
mentaries. j 
_7. What personal Christian duties result from this exposure to the assaults of evil 
angels ? 


Against ancient Sadducees, who taught neither resurrection, 
angel, nor spirit, (Acts xxii: 8) and made the angels only 
good thoughts and motions visiting human 
re je rsonality of Breasts; and our modern Sadducees, amon 
Angels. J ee ) 8 
Rationalists, Socinians and Universalists, who 
‘teach that they are impersonations of divine energies, or of 
good and bad principles, or of diseases and natural influences; 
we prove the real, personal existence of angels thus: The 
Scriptures speak of them as having all the acts and properties, 
which can characterize real persons. They were created, 
by God, through the agency of the Son. Col. i: 16; Gen. ii: 1; 
Exod. xx:11. Have a nature, for Christ did not assume it, 
Heb. 11:16.” Are holy or unholy," Rev. xiv:10.- Love and 
rejoice, Luke xv:10. Desire, 1 Pet. i:12. Contend, Rev. xii: 
7. ‘Worship, Heb. 1:6: .Go andicome) Gen. xix: 1; Tukeaxe 
26. Talk, Zech.i:9; Lukei:13. Have knowledge and wis- 
dom, (finite) 2 Sam. xiv: 20; Matt. xxiv: 36. Minister in 
various acts, Matt. xiii 20, 4q3Puiike xvi: 22°) VActeey ere: 
Dwell with saints, who resemble them, in heaven, Matt. xxii: 30, 
&c. If all this language was not intended to assure us of their 
personal existence, then there is no dependence to be placed on 
the word of God, or the laws of its interpretation. 
264 . 


OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 265 


The name angel (messenger) is indeed applied to ordinary 
messengers, Jobi: 14; Luke vii: 24; to prophets, Is. xlii: 19: 
Mal. iii: 1; to priests, Mal. 11:7; to ministers of the Church, 
Rev. i: 20, and to the Messiah, Mal. ii: 1; Is. lxiti: 9, &c., &c. 
But the other sense of personal and spiritual existences, is none 
the less perspicuous. They are called angels generally, because 
they fulfill missions for God. 

The invisible and spiritual nature of these beings does not 
make their existence less credible, to any, 
except atheists and materialists. True, we 
have no sensible experience of their exist- 
ence. Neither have we, directly, of our own souls, nor of God. 
If the existence of pure, finite spirits is impossible, then man 
cannot be immortal; but the death of the body is the death of 
the being. Indeed, analogy would rather lead us to inferthe ex- 
istence of angels, from the almost numberless gradations of beings 
below man. Is all the vast gap between him and God a blank? 

To fix the date of the creation of angels is more difficult. 
The old opinion of the orthodox Reformers 
was, that their creation was a part of the first 
day’s work. (a.) Because they, being inhabitants, or hosts 
(see Ps. ciii: 21; cxlviii: 2) of heaven, were created when the 
beavencsowere ir butisee: Gen wit reaint s xod exer (BS 
Because Scripture seems to speak of all the past eternity 
“before the foundation of the world” as an unbroken infinity, 
in which nothing existed except the uncreated; so that to speak 
of a being as existing before that, is in their language, to rep- 
resent» himy as oncreateds < See Prov: iviliv22 3-:Psixos25> Jiro, 
i:I. Now I concede that the including of the angels with 
the heavens, under the term hosts of them, is correct. But first, 
the angels were certainly already in existence when this earth 
was begun. See Job xxxvili: 7. Second: the “ beginning” in 
which God made the heavens and the earth, Gen. i: 1, is by no ° 
means necessarily the first of the six creative days. Nor does 
Gen. ii: 1,(‘‘Thus were finished,” is an unnecessarily strong 


Spiritual creatures 
possible. 


Date unknown. 


rendering of > =) prove it. Hence, third, it may be granted 


that the beginning of the creation of God’s created universe 
may mark the dividing point between unsuccessive eternity, and 
successive time, and ho ase the existence of the uncreated 
alone, and of the creature; and yet it does not follow that this 
point was the first of the Mosaic days. Hence, it is best to 
say, with Calvin, that the age of the angels is unrevealed, 
except that they are older than the world and man. 
The angels are exceedingly numerous. Gen AXxen? 5 
BY Onatinedl af the Dan. vii:10; Luke IvSEs; Vili : 30; Matt. 
Angels ; Incorporeal? XXV1: 53; Heb. sie?) Pl heir? nattire 41s 
Whence the forms of undoubtedly spiritual, belonging generally to 
epee Paneons that class of substances to which man’s 
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rational soul belongs, They are called Mvevpata. Heb. i: 13, 
14,7; Luke xx: 36; xxiv: 39; Col. i: 16. This also follows 
from what we learn of their traits, as intelligent and voluntary 
beings, as invisible, except when they assume bodies tempora- 
rily, as inexpressibly quick in motion; and as penetrable, so 
that they occupy the same space with matter, without displac- 
ing or being displaced by it. Several supposed objections to 
their mere spirituality have been mooted. One is, that they 
have, as we shall see, so much physical power. The answer is, 
that the ultimate source of all force is in spirits; our limbs only 
have it, as moved by our spirit’s volitions. Another is, that if 
pure spirits, they would be ubiquitous, because to suppose any 
substance possessed of locality must imply that it is defined 
by extension and local limits. But extension cannot be an 
attribute of spirit. I reply, that it must be possible for a spirit 
to have locality “definitely,” though not “circumscriptively,” 
because our consciousness assures us that our spirits are within 
the superficies of our body, in some true sense in which they 
are not elsewhere; yet it is equally impossible for us to attrib- 
ute dimension, either to our spirits or their thoughts. And just 
as really as our spirits pass through space, when our bodies 
move, so really angels change their locality, though far more 
swiftly, by an actual motion, through extension; though not 
implying extension in the thing moved. Again, it is objected: 
angels are spoken of as having wings, figure, and often, human 
shape, in which they were sometimes, not merely visible, but 
tangible, and performed the characteristic material acts of eat- 
ing and drinking. See Gen. xviii: 2, 5,8; xix:10, 16. On this 
it may be remarked that Scripture expressly assigns wings to no 
orders but cherubim and seraphim. We see Dan. ix :21, and 
Rev. xiv: 6, speaking of angels, not cherubim and seraphim, as 
“flying.” Butthis may bein the general sense of rapid motion; 
not motion with wings. The purpose of these appearances is 
obvious, to bring the presence and functions of the angelic visi- 
tant under the scope of the senses of God’s servants, for some 
particular purpose of mercy. Angelic apparitions seem to have 
appeared under three circumstances—in dreams—in states of 
inspired ecstacy, and when the observer was in the usual exer- 
cise of his senses. Only the latter need’ any explanation; for 
the former cases are accounted for by the ideal impression made 
on the conception of the dreaming or ecstatic mind by God. 
But in such cases as that of Gen. xviii and xix, we are bound 
to believe that these heavenly spirits occupied for the time, real, 
material bodies. Any other opinion does violence at once to 
the laws of exegesis of Scripture language, and to the validity of 
our senses as inlets of certain and truthful perceptions. 
Whence then, those bodies? Say some, they were the actual 
bodies of living men, which the angels occupied, suppressing, 
for the nonce, the consciousness and personality of the human 
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soul to which the body belonged. Some, that they are mate- 
rial, but glorified substances, kept in heaven, ready for the occas- 
ional occupancy of angels on their missions; as we keep a Sun- 
day-coat in our wardrobes. Some, that they were aerial bodies, 
composed of compacted atmosphere, formed thus for their tem- 
porary occupancy, by divine power, and then dissolved into air 
again. And still others, that they were created by God for 
them, out of matter, as Adam’s body was, and then laid aside. 
Where God has not seen fit to inform us, I think it best to have 
no opinion on this mysterious subject. The Scriptures plainly 
show us, that this incorporation is temporary. 

The angels are intelligent and voluntary beings, as is most 
manifest, from their functions of praising, 
worshipping, teaching the prophets, and min- 
istering to saints, and from their very spirit- 
uality , for thought is the characteristic attribute of spirit. We 
naturally infer that as angels are incorporeal, they have neither 
senses, .10r sensation, nor literal language. Since our senses are 
the inlevs of all our objective knowledge, and the occasional 
causes of all mental action, we have no experience nor concep- 
tion of a knowledge without senses. But it does not seem 
unreasonable to believe that our bodies obstruct the cognitions” 
of our souls, somewhat as imprisoning one within solid walls does 
his communication with others; that our five senses are the win- 
dows, pierced through this barrier, to let in partial perceptions ; 
and that consequently, the disembodied soul perceives and 
knows so:nehow, with vastly greater freedom and fulness, by 
direct spiritual apprehension. Yet all of the knowledge of 
angels is not direct intuition. No doubt much of it is mediate 
and deductive, as is so much of ours ; for the opposite form of 
cognition can only be universal, in an infinite understanding. It 
is very Clear also, that the knowledge of angels is finite and sus- 
eeptibles.o... increase. Marky ccditiy32'<Bphraiis 2050p Pet. 
1:12; Dan. viii: 16. Turrettin’s four classes of angelic knowl- 
edge—natural, experimental, supernatural, and revealed— 
might, I think, be better arranged as their concreated, their 
acquired, and their revealed knowledge. It is, in fine, clear that 
their knowledge and wisdom are great. They appear, Dan. 
-and Rev., as man’s teachers, they are glorious and splendid 
creatures, and they enjoy more favour and communion from 
Gog See.also,.2i, Sam..xiv. 4.20, 

They are also beings of great power; passing over vast 
spaces with almost incredible speed, Dan. 
ix : 23; exercising portentous physical pow- 
Or Sette In enh sr 138,93 505 Ze Chi. saelh aSay: WCE XIE. 7p, OO pe Matt. 
XXViil : 2, and they are often spoken of as mighty beings Ps. 
cili: 20; Rev. x:1; v: 2, and are spoken of as duvayers, prin- 
cipalities, &c., Eph. vi: 12; 2 Thess.i: 7. This power is un- 
doubtedly always within God’s control, and never truly super- 


The Angels intelli- 
gent agents. 


Powerful. 
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natural, although superhuman. It seems to have extended at 
times, by God’s permission, to men’s bodies, to diseases, to the 
atmosphere, and other elements. 

The romantic distribution of the angels into a hierarchy of 
three classes and nine orders, borrowed by 
the Pseudo Dionysius from the Platonizing 
Jews, need not be refuted here. It is supposed by many Prot- 
estants, that there are differences of grade among angels, 
(though what, we know not,) from the fact—(a) That Paul 
uses several terms to describe them, Col. i: 16; (b) That there 
is at least one superior angel among the evil angels; (c) That 
we hear of an archangel, Michael; (d) That God’s terrestrial 
works exhibit every where, gradations. | 

If, as some suppose, Michael is identical with the Angel of 
the Covenant, the third of these considera- 
tions is removed. Their reasons are, that he 
is called the Archangel, and is the only one 
to whom the title is given; that he is called the Prince, and 
great Prince, who stood for Israel, (Dan. x: 21; xii: 1,) and 
that he is seen, (Rev. xii: 7,) heading the heavenly war against 
Satan and his kingdom; a function suited to none so well as to 
the Messiah. But it is objected, with entire justice, that his name 
(Who is as God?) is not any more significant of the Messiah than 
that of Michaiah, and is several times the name of a man— 
that heus one; “one:of “the: chiefiprinces.” SY Dani st sae ae 
in Jude, he was under authority in his dispute over Moses’ 
body, and that he is plainly distinguished from Christ, (1 Thess. 
iv: 16,) where Christ descends from heaven with the voice of 
the archangel, and trump of God. 

A more difficult question is, what were the cherubim men- 

Cet Wrneke tioned, Gen. TW 24 me Exod ergy ator 
Kings-vi 11233 Psy XVilie Lo Ezekr xas 

&c., and most probably, under the name of seraphim, in Is. vi: 
2. It is very evident, also, that the “living creatures, described 
in Ezekiel’s vision, ch. i: 5, as accompanying the wheels, and 
sustaining the divine throne, were the same. Dr. Fairbairn, the 
most quoted of modern interpreters of types and symbols, 
teaches that the cherubim are not existences at all, but mere 
ideal, symbols, representing humanity redeemed and glorified. » 
His chief argument, omitting many fanciful ones drawn from 
the fourfold nature, and their wings, &c., is: that they are man- 
ifestly identical with the Zéa of Rev. iv : 6-8, which evi- 
dently symbolize, ch. v : 8-10, somehow, the ransomed Church. 
The great objections are, that the identification is not certain, 
inasmuch as John’s Za had but one face each; that there is 
no propriety in founding God’s heavenly throne and providence 
on glorified humanity, as His immediate attendants; but 
chiefly, that while it might consist with prophetic vision to 
make them ideal symbols, it utterly outrages the plain narrative 


Their Orders. 


Michael not Angel 
of Covenant. 
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of Gen. iii : 24. And,the duty of the cherubim, there de- 
scribed, obstructing sinful man’s approach to the tree of life, 
with a flaming sword, the symbol of justice, is one utterly 
unfitted to redeemed and glorified humanity. Hence, I believe, 
with the current of older divines, that the cherubim are not 
identical with John’s “living creatures,” but are angels, like all 
the others, real, spiritual, intelligent beings; and that when God 
was pleased to appear to Isaiah and Ezekiel in prophetic vision, 
they received temporarily these mixed forms, to be symbolical 
of certain traits of obedience, intelligence, strength, and swift- 
ness, which they show as ministers of God’s providence and 
worshippers of His upper sanctuary. (The etymology of the 
word is utterly obscure.) 
That all these spiritual beings were created holy and 
3. The Angels’ first Happy, is evident from God's character, 
estate, their probation, which is incapable of producing sin or mis- 
and issue thereof, ery; see Gen.i: 31; from the frequent use 
of the term holy angels, and from all that is revealed of their 
occupations and affections, which are pure, blessed and happy. 
The same truth is implied, in what is said, 2 Pet. ii: 4, of 
“angels that sinned,” and so were not spared, but cast down to 
hell, and Jude 6, of “angels that kept not their first estate.” 
This, first estate was, no doubt, in all, an estate of holiness and 
happiness. As to the change which has taken place in it, we 
are indeed left mainly to inference, by God’s word; but it is 
inference so well supported by His attributes, and the analogy 
of man’s case, that I feel a good degree of confidence in draw- 
ing it. A holy, intelligent creature, would owe service to God, 
with love and worship, by its natural relation to Him. And 
while God would be under no obligations to such a creature, to 
preserve its being, or bestow a happy immortality, yet His own 
righteousness and benevolence would forbid His visiting exter- 
nal suffering on that creature, while holy. The natural relation 
then, between such a creature and God, would be this: God 
would bestow perfect happiness, just so long as the creature 
continued to render perfect obedience, and no longer. For 
both:the natural and legal consequence of sin would be spirit- 
ual death. But it would seem that some of the angels are elect, 
and these are now confirmed in a state of everlasting holiness 
and bliss. For holiness is their peculiarity, their blessedness 
seems complete, and they are mentioned as sharing with man 
the heavenly mansions, whence we know glorified saints will 
never fall. On the other hand, another class of the angels 
have finally and irrevocably fallen into spiritual death. The 
inference from these facts would seem to be, that the angels, 
like the human race, have passed under the probation of a 
covenant of works. The elect kept it, the non-elect broke it; 
the difference between them being made, so far as God was the 
author of it, not by His efficacious active decree and grace, 
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but by His permissive decree, in which both classes were 
wholly left to the freedom of their wills. God only determin- 
ing by His Providence the circumstances surrounding them, 
which became the occasional causes of their different choices, 
and limiting their conduct. On those who kept their proba- 
tion, through the efficacy of this permissive decree, God 
graciously bestowed confirmation in holiness, adoption, and 
inheritance in life everlasting. This, being more than a tempo- 
rary obedience could earn, was of pure grace; yet not through 
a Mediator; because the angels, being innocent, needed none. 
When this probation began, what was its particular condition, 
and when it ended, we know not; except that the fall of Satan, 
and most probably that of his angels, preceded Adam’s. Nor 
is the nature of the sin known. Some, from Mark iii : 29, sup- 
pose it was blasphemy against the Holy Ghost. Others, from 
1 Tim. ili : 6, suppose it was pride; neither conclusively. Guess- 
ing is vain, where there is no key to a solution. It may very 
possibly be that pride was the sin, for it is one to which Satan’s 
spiritual nature and exalted state might be liable. The great 
difficulty is how, in a will prevalently holy, and not even swayed 
by innocent bodily wants and appetites, and where there was not 
in the whole universe a single creature to entice to sin, the first 
wrong volition could have place. At the proper time I will 
attempt to throw on this what light is in my power. 

The good angels are engaged, first, in the worship and 
adoration of God. ‘Matt. xviii: 10; Rev. 
v: 11. Second, God employs them in ad- 
“ministering His gracious and providential 
government over the world. Under this head we may notice: 
(a) That they aided in the giving of Revelation, as the Law. 
Acts vii: 53; Gal, iii: 19, and many prophetic messages and 
disclosures, as Dan. x. (b) They seem to have some concern 
in social and national events, procuring the execution of God’s 
purposes. Dan. x: 13. (c) They are employed to punish His 
enemies, as instruments of His righteous vengeance. 2 Kings 
xix : 35; Acts xii: 23; 1 Chron. xxi: 16. (d) They are sent 
forth to minister to those who shall be heirs of salvation. 
Heb.i: 14; Acts xii: 7; Ps. xci: 10-12. (e) They guide the 
departing souls of Christians home to their mansions in heaven. 
Luke xvi: 22. Last. They are Christ’s agents in the general 
judgment and resurrection. Matt. xiii: 39; xxiv: 31; 1 Thess. 
IVE 7p shSs 

As to the exact nature of the agencies exerted for the 
saints by the ministering angels, Christians 
are perhaps not very well instructed, nor 
agreed. A generation ago, it was currently believed that they 
communicated to their minds instructions important to their 
duty or welfare, by dreams, presentiments, or impressions. Of 
these, many Christians are now skeptical. It seems more cer- 
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tain that they exert an invisible superintendence over our wel- 
fare, in and under the laws of nature. Whether they influence 
our waking minds unconsciously by suggesting thoughts and 
feelings through our law of associated ideas, is much debated. 
I see in it nothing incredible. The pleasing and fanciful idea of 
guardian angels is grounded on the following scriptures: Dan. 
x: 13, 20; Matt. xviii: 10; Acts xii: 15. The most that these 
passages can prove is, that provinces and countries may have 
their affairs committed in some degree to the special care of 
some of the higher ranks of angels; and that superstitious 
Jews supposed that Peter had his own guardian angel, who 
might borrow Peter’s body for the purpose of an apparition. 
The idea has more support in New Platonism than in Scripture. 
The personality of Satan and his angels is to be estab- 
lished by an argument exactly similar to 
that employed for the good angels. Almost 
every possible act and attribute of personality is ascribed to 
them; so that we may say, the Scripture contains scarcely 
more proof of the existence of a personal God, than of a 
Devil. He speaks, goes, comes, reasons, hates, is judged, and 
is punished. See for instance, such passages as Matt. iv: I-11; 
novi? 40% Jobst <46 to tik: 7, 
There is no subject on which we may more properly 
Gaeta Bi remember that “There are more things in 
over whole Bible His» heaven and earth than are dreamed of in 


tory the form of the our philosophy.” 
two rival Kingdoms. 


5. Satan a Person. 


It is evidently the design of the Scriptures to make much 
of Satan and his work. From first to last, the favorite repre- 
sentation of the world’s history is, that it is the arena for a 
struggle between two kingdoms—Christ’s and Satan’s. Christ 
leads the kingdom of the good, Satan that of the evil; though 
with different authorities and powers. The headship of Satan 
over his demons is implied where they are called “his angels.” 
ievis “also; called “Prince of Devils. “Eph: it): 2; Matt: xxv: 
41; ix: 34. Prince of the powers of the air, and Prince of 
darkness. Eph. vi: 12. This pre-eminence he doubtless 
acquired partly by seducing them at first, and probably con- 
firmed by his superior powers. His dominion is compacted by 
fear and hatred of God, and common purposes of malice. It 
is by their concert of action that they seem to approach so 
near to ubiquity in their influences. That Satan is also the 
tyrant and head of sinful men is equally plain. This prevalent 
Bible picture of the two kingdoms may be seen carried out in 
these particulars. (a) Satan originated sin. Gen. iii: 1; Rev. 
Mes Oy Ose, TOA Jnol iit Segue: Vviilis 44 5 2° Cor, xi" 
3. (b) Satan remains the leader of the human and angelic 
hosts which he seduced into hostility, and employs them in 
desperate resistance to Christ and His Father. He isthe “God 
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of this world.” 2 Cor. iv: 4. “The Spirit that worketh in the 
children of this world.” Eph. ii: 2. Wicked men are his 
captives. See above, and 2 Tim. ii: 26. He is “the Adver- 
sary’? (Satan,) “the Accuser,” (deafodoc,) “the Destroyer,” 
(Azosdbwr). (c) The progress of Christ to the final overthrow 
of this kingdom is the one great business of all time; the his- 
tory of the conflict is the history of man and redemption. 
Gen; ik: £54 Jno. xik:(315 1 Jno. iii: 8H10h, 1 Pet aso 
Vi: bP 5- Jno, vill 44; Mark. iil : 23-27}, Romo xvig 2Ogg Acts 
xxvi: 18; Luke x: 18. The single fact that. ungodly men, 
until the end of the world, compose Satan’s kingdom, proves 
that he has, and will have some power or influence over their 
souls. 

The powers of Satan and his angels are (a) always, and in 
all forms, strictly under the control of God 
and His permissive decree and providence. 
(b) They are often, perhaps, super-human, 
but never supernatural. If they do what man cannot, it is not 
by possession of omniscience or omnipotence, but by natural 
law: asa son of Anak could lift more than a common man, or 
a Davy or Brewster could control more of the powers of 
nature than a peasant. 

There is a supposition, which seems to have plausible 
grounds, that as the plan of redemption advances, the scope 
of Satan’s operations is progressively narrowed; just as the 
general who is defeated, is cut off from one and another of his 
resources, and hemmed in to a narrower theatre of war, until 
his final capture. It may be, then, that his power of afflicting 
human bodies, of moving the material elements, of communi- 
cating with wizzards, of producing mania by his possessions, 
has been, or will be successively retrenched; until at last the 
millennium shall take away his remaining power of ordinary 
temptation. , See: Luke. x +182. Mark. iii 7s even ee 
But 

Satan once had, and for anything that can be proved, 
may now have extensive powers over the 
atmosphere and elements. The first is 
proved by Job, ch. 1 and 2. From this would naturally follow 
influence over the bodily health of men. No one can prove 
that some pestilences and droughts, tempests and earthquakes 
are not his work now. 

He once had at least an occasional power of direct injec- 
tion of conceptions and emotions, both inde- 
pendent of the man’s senses and suggestions. 
See Matt. iv: 3, &c. This is the counterpart 
of the power of good angels, seen in Dan. ix: 22; Matt. ii: 
13. It this power which makes the crime of witchcraft possi- 
ble. The wizzard was a man, and the witch a woman, who 
was supposed to communicate with an evil angel, and receive 
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from him, at the cost of some profane and damnable price, 
power to do superhuman things, or to reveal secrets beyond 
human ken. Its criminality was in its profanity, in the alliance 
with God’s enemy, and its malignity in employing the arch- 
murderer, and always for wicked or malicious ends against oth- 
; ers. In Exod. xxii: 18, witchcraft is made 
a capital sin; and in Gal. v: 20, it is still 
mentioned as a “work of the flesh.” Yet some suppose that 
the sin never could be really committed. They account for 
Moses’ statute by supposing that the class actually existed as 
impostors, and God justly punished them for their anzmus. 
This, I think, is hardly tenable. Others suppose the’sin was 
-anciently actual; but that now, according to the supposition of 
a gradual restriction, God no longer permits it; so that all 
modern wizzards are impostors. Doubtless there was, at all 
times, a large infusion of imposture. Others suppose that God, 
still occasionally permits the sin, relaxing His curb on Satan 
in judicial anger against men, as in the age of Moses. There 
is nothing’ unscriptural in this. I do not admit the reality of 
any modern case of witchcraft, only because I have seen no 
evidence that stands a judicial examination. 

Evil spirits had power over men’s bodies and souls, by 
usurping a violent control over their sug- 
gestions, emotions and volitions, and thus 
violating their rational personality, and making the human 
members, for the time, their implements. This, no doubt, was 
attended with unutterable horror and agitation of consciousness, 
in the victim. This has been a favourite 
topic of neologic skepticism. They urge 
that the Evangelists did not really mean to teach actual posses- 
sion; but their object being theological, and not medical or 
psychological, they used the customary language of their day, 
not meaning thereby to endorse it, as, scientific or accurate; 
because any other language would have been pedantic and use- 
less:¢ ‘hey refer to- Josh. x : 12.-:In, Matt.,iv: 24,) lunatics 
(aehynualopuevos) are named; but we do not suppose the author 
meant to assert they were moonstruck. They remind us of 
similar cases of mania now cured by opiates or blisters. They 
remind us that “possessions,” like other superstitions, are 
limited to the dark ages. They argue that demons are said, 
_ Jude 6th, to be in chains, &c. 

In this case the theory is incompatible with the candour of 
the sacred writers. For: 1st. They distinguish between “ pos- 
sessions” and diseases of a physiological source, by mentioning 
both separately. See Mark 1: 32; Lake.vi: 17,18 ; Matt, iv: 
24, &c. 2d. The dxmons, as distinct from the possessed man, 
speak, and are spoken to, are addressed, commanded and re- 
buked by our Saviour, and deprecate His wrath. Mark i: 25, 
34; ix: 25; Matt. viii: 32; xvii: 18. 3d. They have person- 
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ality after they go out of men; whereas the disease has no 
entity apart from the body of which it was an affection. See 
Luke viii: 32. 4th. A definite number of demons possessed 
one man, Mark v: 9, and one woman, Mark xvi: g. 5th. Their 
moral quality is assigned. 6th. The victories of Christ and His 
Apostles over them, announced the triumph of a spiritual king- 
dom over Satan’s. Mark iii: 27; Luke xi: 20. 

Do “possessions” now exist? Many reply, No; some, on 
the supposition of a progressive restriction of Satan’s license; 
others, supposing that in the age of miracles, Providence made 
special allowance of this malice, in order to give Christ and His 
missionaries sp cial opportunity to evince the power of His 
kingdom, and show earnests of its overthrow. The latter is 
one object of Christ’s victories over these “ possessions.” See 
Mark iii: 27: Luke xi: 20: x: 17-20, (where we have a sepa- 


rate proof of the spiritual nature of these possessions, as above 


shown). Whether “possessions” occur now, I do not feel 
qualified to affirm or deny. 

The fourth power of Satan and dzmons is doubtless ordi- 
nary, and will be until the millennium ; that 
of tempting to sin. This they may still carry 
on by direct injection of conceptions, or affections of the sensi- 
bility, without using the natural laws of sensibility or sugges- 
tion; and which they certainly do practice through the natural 
co-operation of those laws. Thus: A given mental state has a 
natural power to suggest any other with which it is associated. So 
that of several associated states, either one might naturally arise 
in the mind by the next suggestion. Now, these evil spirits seem 
to have the power of giving a prevalent vividness (and thus 
power over the attention and emotions) to that one of the asso- 
ciated states which best suits their malignant purposes. Thus: 
shall the sight of the wine-cup suggest most vividly, the jollity 
and pleasure of the past, or the nausea and remorse that followed 
it? If the latter, the mind will tend to sobriety; but if the 
former, it is tempted to sin. Here is the subtlety, and hence 
the danger of these practices, that they are not distinguished in 
our consciousness from natural suggestions, because the Satanic 
agency is strictly through the natural channels. 

The mutual influence of the physiological states of the 
nerves and acts of organs of sense, over the 
mind, and vice versa, is a very obscure sub- 
ject. We know, at least, that there is a mass 
of important truth there, as yet partially explored. Many 
believe that a concept, for instance, actually colours the retina 
of the eye, as though the visual spectrum of the object was 
formed on it. All have experienced the influence of emotions 
over our sense-perceptions. Animal influences on the organs of 
sense and nerves influence both concepts and percepts. Now, 
if evil spirits can produce an animal effect on our functions of 
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nervous sensibility, they have a mysterious mode of affecting 
our souls. 

We must also consider the regular psychological law, that 
vivid suggestions recurring too often always 
evoke a morbid action of the soul. The 
same subject of anxiety, for instance, too fre- 
quently recalled, begets an exaggerated anxiety. The “One- 
idea-man” is a’monomaniac. It thus becomes obvious, how 
Satan may now cause various grades of lunacy, and often does. 
{This is not to be confounded with actual “ possessions.’’) 
Hence, in part, religious melancholies, the most frightful of 
mental diseases. The maniac even, has recessions of disease ; 
or he has seasons of glee, which, if maniacal, are actual joy to 
his present consciousness. But the victim of religious melan- 
choly has no respite; he is crushed by a perpetual zucudus. 
You can see how Satan (especially if bodily disease co-ope-, 
rates) can help to propagate it by securing the too constant: 
recurrence of subjects of spiritual doubt or anxiety. You will 
see also, that the only successful mode to deal with the victims 
of these attacks is by producing diversion of the habitual trains 
of thought and feeling. 

7. How powerful is the motive to prayer, and gratitude for 
exemption from these calamitous spiritual assaults, for which we 
have no adequate defence in ourselves? The duty of watch- 
fulness against temptations and their occasions, is plain. It 
becomes an obvious Christian duty to attempt to preserve the 
health of the nervous system, refraining from habits and stimu- 
lants which may have, we know not what influence on our ner- 
vous idiosyncrasy. It is also the duty of all to avoid over- 
coming and inordinate emotions about any object; and to 
abstain from a too constant pursuit of any carnal object, lest 
Satan should get his advantage of us thereby. 

This discussion shows.us how beneficent is the interruption 
of secular cares by the Sabbath’s break. 


Recurring sugges- 
tions unwholesome. 


LECTURE XXV. 
PROVIDENCE. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. Define God’s Providence. State the other theories of His practical relation 
to the universe. What concern has Providence in physical causes and laws ? 
Conf. of Faith, ch. 5. Turrettin, Loc. vi, Qu..1, 2,4. Dick, Lect. 41, 42. 
Calvin’s Inst., bk. i, ch. 16 to 18, “Reign of Law,” by Duke of Argyll. 
Southern Presbyterian Review, Jan., 1870, Art. i. Knapp, Chr. Theol., Art. 
villi. McCosh, Div. Gov., bk. ii, ch. I. 
2. Argue the doctrine of a special, from that of a general Providence. 
Turrettin, Loc. vi, Qu. 3. Dick and Calvin as above. 
3. Prove the doctrine of Providence; (a) from God’s perfections; (b) from 
man’s moral intuition; (c) from the observed course of nature and human history; 


(d) from the dependence of creatures. 
Turrettin, Loc. vi, Qu. 1. Calvin and Dick as above. Knapp, Art. viii, ? 68. 


4. Present the Scriptural argument; (a) from prophecies; (b) from express tes- 
timonies. Answer objections. 
Same authorities, and Dick, Lect. 43. 
. Does God’s Providence extend to all acts of rational free-agents? What is 
His concern in the gracious acts of saints? What, in the evil acts of sinners? Dis- 


cuss the doctrine of an immediate comcursus in the latter. 
Turrettin, Loc. vi, Qu. 4-8. Calvin, Inst., bk. i, ch. 18. Witsius, de O7ec Fed, 
bk.aiy ch. 8,!9 13229. Dick, | Lects.42,'43.'  HilPs Din, (bk. ayvieeh Remaee. 
Knapp, Art. viil, 3 70-72, Hodge’s Outlines, ch. 13. Hodge, Syst. Theol., 
Vols i, chs 11, 29%, 35.4. 


ROVIDENTIA, Greek, znovora, is the execution in succes- 
sive time, of God’s eternal, unsuccessive purpose, or zp0¢sarc. 
A, We believe the Scriptures to teach, not only 
seer tava We that God originated the whole universe, but 
that He bears a perpetual, active relation 
to it; and that these works of providence are ‘“‘ His most holy, 
wise, and powerful preserving and governing all His creatures, 
and all their actions.” It may be said that there are, besides 
this, three other theories concerning God’s relation to the 
Universe ; that of the Epicurean, who, though admitting an 
intelligent deity, supposed it inconsistent with His blessedness 
and perfections, to have any likings or anger, care or concernin . 
the multiform events of the worlds; that of the Rational Deists, «~ 
Socinians, and many rationalists, that God’s concern with the \ ° 

Universe is not universal, special and perpetual, but only gene- | 

ral, viz: by first endowing it with general laws of action, to the — 
operation of which each individual being is then wholly left, 
God only exercising a general oversight of the laws, and not of _~ 
specific agents; and that of the Pantheists, who identify all \ 
seeming substances with God, by making them mere modes of 
His self-development; so that there is no providential relation, 
but an actual identity; and all the events and acts of the Uni- | 
verse are simply God acting. . 
The first theory is, as we shall see, practical atheism, and 
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General Providence iS contradicted by a proper view of God's 
unreasonable without attributes. The third has been already re- 
we futed, as time and ability allowed. Against 
the second, or Deistical, I object that the seeming analogy 
by which it is suggested is a false one. That~ analogy is 
doubtless of human rulers—e. g., a commander of an army, 
who regulates general rules and important events, without 
_ being himself cognizant of special details; and of machi- 
nists, who construct a machine and start its motion, so that it 
performs a multitude of special evolutions, not individually 
directed by the maker. The vital difference is, that the human 
ruler employs a multitude of intelligent subordinates, inde- 
pendent of him for being, whose intention specifically embraces 
the details; whereas God directs inanimate nature, according to 
deists, without such intervention. The Platonist conception of 
a providence administered over particulars by daemons is more 
consistent with this analogy. And the machinist does but 
adjust some motive power which God’s providence supplies 
(water on his wheel, the elasticity of a spring, &c.,) to move his 
machine in his absence; whereas God’s providence itself must 
be the motive power of His universal machine. 2d. On this 
deistical scheme of providence, results must either be fortuitous 
to God, (and then He is no longer Sovereign nor Almighty, and 
we reach practical atheism,) or else their occurrence is deter- 
mined by Him through the medium of causations possessed of 
a physical necessity, (and we are thus landed in stoical fate !) 
3d. It is a mere illusion to talk of a certain direction of the 
general, which does not embrace the particulars; for a general 
class is nothing, when separated from the particulars which com- 
pose it, but an abstraction of the mind. Practically, the general 
is only produced by producing all the specials which compose 
it. If the agents or instruments by which a general superin- 
tendence is exercised, be contingent and fallible, the providence 
must be such also. God's providence is efficient and almighty : 
it must then be special, or allits instruments Gods. 4th. God's 
providence evolves all events by using second causes according 
to their natures. But all events are interconnected, nearly or 
remotely, as causes and effects. And the most minute events 
often bear the connection with the grandest; e. g., the burning 
of a city from a vagrant spark; the change of King Ahab’s 
dynasty by an errant arrow. Hence, according to this mode of 
providence, which we see God usually employs, unless His care 
extended to every event specially, it could not effectuate any, 
certainly. To exercise a general providence without a special, 
is as though a man should form a chain without forming its 
links. 

The definition of Providence, which we adopted from the 
Catechism, divides it into two works—sustentation and govern- 
ment. 
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According to the Augustinian scholastics, the Cartesians, 
: and many of the stricter Calvinistic Reform- 
in ne nt?” ers, this sustentation of creatures in being is 
effected by a perpetual, active efflux or con- 
cursus of divine power at every successive instant, identical 
with that act of will and power by which they were brought 
out of zzhil into esse; and they conceive that on the cessation 
of this act of God, for one instant, towards any creature what- . 
soever, it would return incontinently to non-existence. So that 
it is no figure of speech with them to say, “ Sustentation is a 
pe rpetual re-creation.” Their arguments are, that God alone is 
self-existent; hence those things which have a dependent exist- 
ence cannot have the ground of the continuance of their exist- 
ence in themselves. That all creatures exist in successive time: 
but the instants of successive time have no substantive tie be- 
tween them by which one produces the next; but they only 
follow each other, whence it results that successive exfstence 
is momentarily returning to zzhz/, and is only kept out of it by 
a perpetual re-creation. And 3d: They quote Scriptures, as , 
Neh. ix :6; Job. x: 12; Ps. civ: 27-30; Acts xvit: 28; Heb. 
fe > Colors 1y 5 eleare aes 
This speculation has always seemed to me without basis, 
and its demonstration, to say the least, im- 
possible for the human understanding. But 
let me distinctly premise, that both the existence and essence, 
or the being and properties of every created thing, originated 
out of nothing, in the mere will and power of God ; that they 
are absolutely subject, at every instant of their successive ex- 
istence, to His sovereign power ; that their action is all regulated 
by His special providence, and that He could reduce them to 
nothing as easily as He created them. Yet, when I am re- 
quired to believe that their sustentation is a literal, continuous 
re-production by God’s special act out of zzhz/, I cannot but 
remember that, after all, the human mind has no cognition of 
substance itself, except as the unknown szdstratum of proper- 
ties, and no insight into the manner in which it subsists. Hence 
we are not qualified to judge, whether its subsistence is main- ~ 
tained in this way. The arguments seem to me invalid. _ VU 
If man’s reason has any necessary ontological judgment ~ 
whatever, it is this: That substance involves reality, continuity 
of existence, and permanency. Such is, in short, substantially 
the description which the best mental science now gives of that 
thing, so essential to our perception. When we deny self- 
existence to creatures, we deny that the cause which originates 
their existence can be in them; but this is far from proving that 
God, in originating their existence, may not have conferred it as 
a permanent gift, continuing itself so long as He permits it. e. 
g., Motion is never assumed by matter of itself; but when im- 
pressed from without, it is never self-arrested. To say that 
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finite creatures exist in successive time, or have their existence 
measured by it, is wholly another thing from showing that this 
succession constitutes their existence. What is time, but an 
abstract idea of our minds, which we project upon the finite 
existence which we think of orobserve ? Let any man analyse 
his own conception, and he will find that the existence is con- 
ceived of as possessing a true continuity; it is the time by 
which his mind measures it, that lacks the continuity. Last. 
These general statements of Scripture only assert the practical 
and entire dependence of creatures; no doubt their authors 
would be very much surprised to hear them interpreted into 
these metaphysical subtilties. 

You will observe that the class of ideas which leads to this 

Monads not de- doctrine of a perpetual efflux of divine power, 
pendent in same way in recreation, are usually borrowed from 
a aan organized, material bodies. Men forget that 
the existence of organisms may be, and probably is, dependent, 
in a very different sense, from that of simple existence, such as 
a material ultimate atom, or a pure spirit. For the existence of 
an organized body is nothing but the continuance of its organ- 
ization, i. e., of the aggregation of its parts in certain modes. 
This, in turn, is the effect of natural causes ; but these causes 
operate under the perpetual, active superintendence of God. 
So that it is literally true, the existence of a compounded organ- 
ism, like the human body, is the result of God’s perpetual, 
providential activity ; and ‘the mere cessation of this would be 
the end of the organism. But the same fact is not proved of 
simple, monadic substances. 

But what are natural causes and laws? This question 
enters intimately into our views of provi- 
dence, inasmuch as they are the means with 
which providence works. The much-abused 
phrase, law of nature, has been vaguely used in various senses. 
The Duke of Argyle says he finds the word “ Law,” used in 
five senses. 1. For an observed order of facts. 2. The un- 
known force implied therein. 3. The ascertained limit of a 
force. 4. Combinations of force for a ‘final cause.’ 5. The 
order of thought which the reason supplies for explanation of 
observed effects, as in Mechanics, the ‘first law of motion.’ 
The list might be larger, but properly it means that it is the 
observed regular mode or rule, according to which a. given 
cause, or class of causes operates under given conditions. 
This definition of itself will show us the absurdity of offering a 
law of nature to account for the existence of anything. For 
nature is but an abstraction, and the law is but the regular mode 
of acting of a cause; so that instead of accounting for, it needs 
to be accounted for itself. The fact that a phenomenon is pro- 
duced again and again regularly, does not account for its pro- 
duction! The true question which lies at the root of the 
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matter is, concerning the real power which is present in natural 
causes. We say that they are those things which, under cer- 
tain conditions, have power to produce certain effects. What, 
then, is the power? It is answered that the power resides in 
some property of the thing we call cause, when that property is 
brought into certain relations with the properties of some other 
thing. But still the question recurs: Is the power, the activity, 
a true property of the thing which acts as cause, or is the 
power truly God’s force, and the occurrence of the relation 
between the properties of cause and effect, merely the appointed 
occasion of its exertion? This is the question. Let me pre- 
mise, before stating the answers given, that the question should 
be limited to the laws of material nature, and to physical 
causes. All sound philosophy now regards intelligent spirits as 
themselves proper fountains of causation, because possessed of 
a true spontaneity and self-determination, not indeed emanci- 
pated from God's sovereign control, yet real and intrinsically 
active, as permitted and regulated by Him. 

But, as to physical causes, orthodox divines and philoso- 
phers give different answers. Say the one 
class, as Dick, matter is only passive. The 
coming of the properties of the cause into the 
suitable relation to the effect, is only the occasion ; the true 
agency is but God’s immediately. All physical power is God 
directly exerting Himself through passive matter; and the law 
of the cause is but the regular mode which He proposes to 
Himself for such exertions of His power. Hence, the true dif- 
ference between natural power and miraculous, would only be, 
that the form-r is customary under certain conditions, the latter, 
under those conditions, unusual. When a man feels his weary 
limbs drawn towards the earth, by what men call gravity, it is in 
fact as really God drawing them, as when, against gravity, the 
body of Elijah or Christ was miraculously borne on high. And 
the reason they assign is: that matter is negative and inert; 
and can only be the recipient of power: and that. it is incapa- 
ble of that intelligence, recollection, and volition, implied in 
obedience to a regular law. 

Others, as McCosh, Hodge, &c., would say, that to deny all 
properties of action to material things, is to 
reduce them to practical nonentity; leaving 
God the only agent and the only true exist- 
ence, in the material universe. Their view is that God, in creat-! 
ing and organizing material bodies, endued them with certain\ 
properties. These properties He sustains in them by that per- 
petual support and superintendence He exerts. And these 
properties are specific powers of acting or being acted on, when 
brought into suitable relations with the properties of other bod- 
ies. Hence, while power is really in the physical cause, it 
originated in, and is sustained by, God’s power. The question 


Some admit no nat- 
ural force but God. 


Theory of McCosh 
Defective. 


OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 281 


then arises: If this be so, if the power is intrinsically in the 
physical cause, wherein does God exert any special providence 
in each case of causation? Is not His providential control 
banished from the domain of these natural laws, and limited to 
His act of creation, which endued physical causes with their 
power? The answer which McCosh makes to this question is: 
that nothing is a cause by itself; nor does a mere capacity for 
producing a given effect make a thing a cause; unless it be 
placed in a given relation with a suitable property of some 
other thing. And here, says he, 1s God’s special, present prov- 
idence; in constituting those suitable relations for inter-action, 
by His superintendence. The obvious objection to this answer 
seems to have been overlooked; that these juxta-positions, or 
relations, are themselves always brought about by God (except 
where free agents are employed) by natural causes. Hence, 
the view of God’s providence that would result, would be noth- 
ing more than the pre-established harmony of Leibnitz, from 
whom, indeed, his views seem derived. This would, indeed, 
give the highest conception of the wisdom, power, and sove- 
reignty exercised in establishing the amazing plan; but it would 
leave God no actual providential functions to perform in time, 
except the doubtful one of the mere sustentation of simple 
being. For, you must note: since the continued aggregation 
of the parts of an organism results from the operation. of 
natural laws between its elementary parts, His concern in the 
sustentation of compounded bodies would be no other than 
in the working of natural laws. The explanation is therefore 
obviously defective. 

Let us see to what extent the defect can be supplied. 
The problem which the Rationalist supposes 
to be involved is this: How God’s effective 
providence can intervene consistently with the uniformity of 
natural laws. Now, the laws of nature are invariable, only in 
the sense defined above. When a given law is the expression 
of the mode in which a real, natural cause acts; then it is 
invariable in this sense, that granting the same conditions in 
every respect, the same power will produce the same effect. 
But it must be noted, that in nature, effects are never the sole 
results of a single power. Combination of natural powers is 
the condition of all effects. Our description of God’s provi- 
dence over nature must be, in a good sense, “ anthropopathic.” 
How then, does man’s personal will use the powers of nature? 
He is not able, and does not aim, to change the invariability of 
either of the powers which he borrows. But, knowing the 
invariable law of one cause, he combines with this some other 
power, or powers, which are also used in strict accordance with 
their laws, so as to control the conditions under which they to- 
gether act. Thus, he modifies the effects, without infringing at all 
the regularity of the natural laws. And this is rational con- 


How amended ? 
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trivance for an end. Thus, even in man’s hands, while the law 
of each power is invariable, by combination of a rational prov- 
idence, the uses are widely flexible. Must not this be much 
more possible in God’s hands? Thus, for instance, man con- 
structs a clock, for the purpose of keeping time. He avails 
himself of one law, the gravitation of a mass of metal sus- 
pended, which is absolutely unchangeable. He combines with 
this, by a set of wheels, and an “escapement,”’ the action of 
another law; the regular beat of a pendulum thirty-nine inches 


long. This is also invariable. But by this combination, the 


mechanic has made a clock, which he can cause to keep siderial 
or solar time, to run faster or slower. It is not by interrupting 
the regularity of two forces, but by virtue of that regularity, 
that he is enabled to produce these varied effects. By a rational 
providence, these invariable forces are made to perform a new 
function. 
Now, man’s agency here is supra material, namely, per- 
sonal, intelligent and voluntary. Is then, all 
enue then, God’s working in special providence super- 
being personal; but not in the proper sense supernatural, any 
more than man’s similar agency. For that which Personal 


Will effectuates through the regular laws of second causes, is . 
properly natural. The supernatural is.that which God effect- 


uates by power above those causes. 

It may be objected, that, as we observe the clock maker 
shaping and adjusting the parts of machinery, 
by which he combines two or more invaria- 
ble powers for a varying function, so, we should have expe- 
rimental knowledge of God’s processes in His providence. 
We reply: Is the machinist’s result any the less natural, because 
he chose to work only in secret? The answer contained in this 
question has its force greatly enhanced by remarking that the 
Agent of providence is an invisible Spirit. It is also certainly 
a part of His purpose that His hand shall be invisible, in His 


Objection. 


ordinary working. This His objects require. Hence, we are 


to reconcile our minds to this fact, that while the reality of a 
special providence, and its possibility, are rationally demon- 
strable, man is not to find its method explicable. Here faith 
must perform her humble office. But when the possibility of 
its execution by infinite power and wisdom are shown, all is 
done that is needed to silence rationalism. 

The speculations of the Duke of Argyle have been men- 
tioned above, with approbation. This imposes 
a necessity of dissenting from his opinion as 
to the miracle. Desiring, apparently, to con- 
ciliate the rationalistic cavil, that the “invariability of the laws 
of nature,” renders a miracle absolutely impossible and incredi- 
ble, he advances this definition; Let a miracle be called an 


Is a miracle the re- 
sult of an inner Law. 


natural? The answer is, it is supra physical — 


’ 
¥ 
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effect which, while above and beside all laws of nature explored 
by man, will yet be found (in the light of heaven perhaps,) tv 
be but an expression of some higher and more recondite law. 
From this view I wholly dissent. It is inconsistent with the 
prime end for which God has introduced miracles, to be attes- 
tations to man of God’s messages. For, we have only to sup- 
pose human physical science carried to higher stages, and the 
events which were miraculous to a ruder age, would become 
natural. All miracles would cease to be ovpsta just so soon as 
they were comprehended; but it is the glory of the true mira- 
cle, that the more fully it is comprehended, the more certainly 
it would be a o7pystov, On this plan the effects of the electric 
telegraph, to us merely human, would have been veritable mira- 
cles to Peter and Paul, and would now be, to the Hottentot 
christians. This definition then, virtually destroys the chris- 
tian miracles. We must hold fast to the old doctrine; that a 
miracle is a phenomenal effect above all the powers of nature; 
properly the result of supernatural power: i. e., of God’s 
immediate power which He has not regularly put into any sec- 
ond causes, lower or higher. The advocates of the new defini- 
tion may retort, that in denying miracles to be expressions of 
some higher, recondite law, I assign them a lawless character. 
Should we not, they ask, claim for them, as for all God’s acts, 
a lucid method, a rational order? I reply:.By all means, yes. 
Miracles are not anarchical infractions of nature’s order. But 
they confound the law of the divine purpose, which is but the 
infinite thought regulating God’s own will and acts, with some 
recondite natural law. Every miracle was wrought in strict | 
conformity with God’s decree. But this is in God: the natural 
law is impressed on the nature of second causes. | 

We see, then, that all general providence is special. And 
the special is as truly natural as the general. 

The natural arose out of the supernatural, and in that 
sense, reposes upon it at all times. The Divine will is perpetu- 
ally present, underlying all the natural. Else God is shut back 
to the beginning of the universe, and has no present action nor 
administration in His empire. Reason: Because, if you allow 
Him any occasional, or special present interventions, at decisive 
crises, or as to cardinal events, those interventions are found to 
be, as events, no less natural than all other events. They also 
come through natural law. 

A providence is proved: (a.) From God’s perfections. 

3. Providence proved, His infinite essence, immensity, omniscience, 
Ist, from God’s perfec- and omnipotence enable Him to sustain such 
Bons, functions to His universe, if He pleases. 
And we believe it is His will to do so; first, because His 
wisdom would not have permitted Him to makea universe with- 
out an object; and when made, the same wisdom will undoubt- 
edly employ due means to attain that end. Second. His good- 


284 SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


ness would not permit Him to desert the well being of the 
various orders of sentient beings He has created and endued 
with capacities for suffering. Third. His righteousness ensures 
that after having brought moral relations into existence between 
Himself and His moral creatures, by the very act of creating 
them, He cannot desert and neglect those relations. | 

(b.) Man’s moral intuitions impel him to believe that God © 

od, From: Man’s iS just, good, true and holy; and that the 
Moral Intuitions. 3d, natural connection which generally prevails 
From Nature’s Order. in the course of this life, between man’s exer- 
cise of these virtues, and well-being, is intentional and retribu- 
tive. If so, then God’s providence is concerned in all that cour-e 
of nature. So we argue from the instinct of prayer. (c.) The 
intelligent order which we see in the working of material nature 
splendidly displays a Providence. A multitude of elements and 
bodies are here seen connected by most multifarious influences, 
and yet the complex machine moves on, and never goes wrong. 
There is a guiding hand! The same fact is revealed by the 
steadiness of all the laws of reproduction in nature, especially 
in the vegetable and animal world, and in man’s and animal’s 
sensitive, and man’s emotional and intellectual nature. Like 
does not fail to beget like. Why? It is strikingly seen in the 
ratio of the sexes among human births, and the diversity of 
human countenances. And the revelation of wise designs made 
at least occasionally in human history (e. g., in the formation of 
Washington’s character, prevalence of the Greek language at 
the Christian era,) shows that it moves on under the constant 
superintendence of God. ; 

Man’s conscious dependence teaches him the same truth. ¥ 
He has no control over a single one of the 
laws of nature, such as enables him to educe 
anything necessary to his well-being from 
them, with any certainty. If there is no controlling mind to 
govern them for him, he is the child of a mechanical fate, or- of 
capricious chance. 

Scriptures prove a Providence. A preliminary doctrinal » 
argument may be found in God’s decree. If 
its existence is proved, then a providence is 
proved : for the one is complementary to the other, (a.) By its 
predictions, promises, and threats, many of which have been 
explicit and detailed, and long afterwards have been accurately 
accomplished. e.g., Ex. xii: 46, with Jno. xix: 36; Ps. xxii: 
18, with Jno. xix: 24; 1 Kings xx:.13, with xx:.34, 35-38; 
Micah. v: 2, with Matt. ii: 5; Is. xiv: 23; Jer. i: 23 to end; 
Jers xlix :017, &e.; Ezek. xxvingegaaeWithout aacontealtiae 
was efficacious, over particular events, God could not thus posi- 
tively speak. Ps. xci. 

(b.) The duty and privilege of prayer, as exercised by in- 
spired saints, and enjoined in precepts, implies a providence; 


(d.) From man’s de- 
pendence. 


4. From Scriptures. 
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for else, God has no sure way to answer. No Providence is 
practical atheism. 

(c.) A multitude of express Scriptures assert God’s provi- 
gence tosbepiniversal.y ce) 19s, cls. 174194 Vans iv 34)>35); 
Psi ocxt.: 25205 Ob: alin tO, wands Chapsi xXxxVili-kliy; (Col) 4: 
07:50 F1eb. 4 73 ae te Sevi28: 

Lifficacious and Sovereign.—Job xxiii: 13, Ps. xxxiii: 11; 
@exxv.! 67 i 2deSamyxviis. 14. 

The evolution of Fs eternal purpose.—Ps. civ: 24; Is. 
Soni». 2oc iets ews: Loe GE phwisabhy: , 

Special and particular—Matt. x: xxix; 31: Luke xii: 6, 
TeeeNehemidin ise: 65)i Matt, vi i209 Poo xxxvi: 64. Oxly 215,516; 
Gen xxit : Gees ivonah) win) 7,5, 

Over the material world—Job, Chaps. xxxviii-xli; Ps. 

Cit TA MexeR Vig Sa 7s CMMI S18)» Gxlvill 347 5'3.;) Acts xiv L773 
Matt..wks, 30 ;, vi--26: 
Over acts to us fortuitous, i. e. those of which the natural 
causes are unassignable by us, either because undiscovered, as 
yet, or so subtile, or complex. Gen. xxiv: 12, 13, &c.; Exod. 
Some asset. Ocin\ ey esa lesay, Oy 47 34, Ob rye iO "Prove 
SEVIS Goi? 27, 

Last: over the good and bad acts of free agents. Reason 
shows this; for otherwise God could not govern any of the 
physical events into which human volitions enter as modifying 
causes, either immediately or remotely. Prophecy, threats, 
promises, and the duty of prayer prove it, (see on Decrees,) and 
Scripture.expressly assertsat.. Prove -xvii2 9) osx 1-24; KXi 1 5 
Petter ae eee eR AS Dh. va tren XIVU IS, Geer tkixods xiis 
BOC SRK O-Nh Bhi ine. £355 Aets ii 233 2-Samy xvi: 10; 
RMiVe dapat LOn whom ex 30 ¢RA cts. ing 28 >> Rom. ix: 18; 
2 Halle XU} iT iss Ainge ext: 2343 Rsvieved?s. 

The objections against the Bible doctrines may all be 

ert reduced to these heads: 

Objections. 

1. Epicurean; that God would be fatigued from so many 
cares. | 

2. That it is derogatory to His dignity to be concerned 
with trivialities. 

3. The disorders existing in material nature, and in the 
course of human affairs, would be inconsistent with His benevo- 
lence and righteousness. 

4. The doctrine infringes the efficacy of second causes, and 
the free-agency of intelligent creatures. 

5. Last: It makes God the author of sin. 

For answers, see discussions above and below: and Dick. 
Lect; 42; 

5. In proceeding to speak of the control of Providence 
over the acts of intelligent free agents, we must bear in mind 
the essential difference between them and physical bodies. A 
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body is not intrinsically a cause. Causation only takes place 
when a Certain relation between given properties of two bodies, 
is established by God’s providence. (See §1.) Buta soulisa 
fountain of spontaneity; it is capable of will, in itself, and is 
self-determined to will, by its own prevalent dispositions. Soul 
is a Cause. 
Now, the Bible attributes all the spiritually good acts of 
aa -/ “nan-to:God)? Romivne tot biti feaein: 
se Erie eng 13; 2 Cor. xii: 9, 10; Eph. ii: 10; Gal. v: 
22-25. God’s concern in such acts may be 
explained as composed of three elements. (a.) He perpetually 
protects and preserves the human person with the capacities 
which He gave to it naturally. (b.) He graciously renews the 
dispositions by His immediate, almighty will, so as to incline 
them, and keep them inclined by the Holy Ghost, to the spirit- 
ually good. (c.) He providentially disposes the objects and 
truths before the soul thus renewed, so that they become the 
occasional causes of holy volitions freely put forth by the sancti- 
fied will. Thus God is, in an efficient sense, the intentional 
author of the holy acts, and of the holiness of the acts, of His 
saints. 
But, the question of His concern in the evil acts of free 
God’s agency in Man’s agents (and the naturally indifferent,) is 
sins. Is there a con- more difficult. The Dominican Scholastics, 
mapcty or Thomists, followed by some Calvinistic 
Reformers, felt themselves constrained, in order to uphold the 
efficiency and -certainty of God’s control over the evil acts of 
His creatures, to teach their doctrine of the physical concursus 
of God in all such acts, (as well as in all good acts, and physical 
causes). This is not merely God’s sustentation of the being 
and capacities of creatures; not merely a moral influence by 
truths or motives providentially set before them; not merely an 
infusion of a general power of acting to which the creature 
gives the specific direction, by his choice alone, in each indi- 
vidual act ; but in addition to all this, a direct, immediate physi- 
cal energizing of the active power of the creature, disposing and 
predetermining it efficaciously to the specific act, and also 
enabling it thereto, and so passing over with the agency of the 
creature, into the action. Thus, it is an immediate, physical, 
predisposing, specific and concurrent influence to act. Their 
various arguments may be summed up in these three: that the 
Scripture, e. g., Gen. xlv: 7; Is, x: 15, &c.; Acts-xvii: 28; 
Phil. ii: 13; Col. i: 13, demand the concursus of God to satisfy 
their full meaning: That as man’s esse is dependent on the per- 
petual, recreative efflux of God’s power, so his acting must per- 
petually depend on God’s concursus, begause the creature must 
act according to his being. Under this head, for instance, 
Witsius may be seen, following Aquinas, arguing thus: Nothing 
but a first cause can act without the aid and influence of a prior 
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cause. Hence, if the human will were able to produce any 
action of which God was not the efficient, the creature’s will 
would hold the state of a First Cause. Again: All action pro- 
ceeds from powers: but the creature’s powers emanate from his 
essence. Hence if the essence is derived, the action must also 
be derived. They argue, in the third place, that without the 
concursus they describe, God’s providence over human acts 
could not be efficient and sovereign, as the Scripture teaches, 
and as we must infer from the doctrine of the decree, and 
from the certain fulfilment of prophecy. 

Turrettin obviously implies, in his argument, that the 
rational creature’s will, like a second cause in matter, is indeter- 
terminate to any specific effect. For he argues that a cause 
thus indeterminate or indifferent must receive its determination 
to a specific effect, from some cause out of, and above itself, 
which must be active, and determinating to the specific effect. 
(Qu. 5, § 8, &c.) 

Now, on this I remark, see here the great importance of 
the distinction I made (in last lecture, and on the difference of 
permissive and efficacious decrees) between material and 
rational second causes. 

Again: Consider if Turrettin does not here surrender a 
vital point of his own doctrine concerning the will. That point 
is, that the rational will is not zz egutlibro; that volitions are 
not contingent phenomena, but regular effects. Effects of 
what? Sound metaphysics says, of subjective motive. The 
soul (not the faculty of choice itself,) is self-determining —i. e., 
spontaneous. But this according toa law, its subjective law. 

Now, to this I reply farther, (a) The doctrine that God's 

sustentation is by a perpetual active efflux 
See ee let Y of creative power, we found to be unproved 
as to spirits, which unlike bodies, possess the 
properties of true being, absolute unity and simplicity. That 
doctrine is only true, in any sense, of organized bodies; which 
are not proper beings, but rather organized collections of a 
multitude of separate beings, or atoms. My consciousness 
tells me that I have a power of acting (according to the laws 
of my nature) dependent indeed, and controlled always by 
God, yet which is personally my own. It originates in the spring 
of my own spontaneity. As to the relation between personal 
power in us, and the power of the first cause, we know noth- 
ing; for neither He, nor consciousness, tells us anything. 

(b) Surely the meaning of all such Scriptures as those 

+. referred to, is sufficiently satisfied, as well as 
Soca by God's the demands of God’s attributes and govern- 
ment, by securing these two points. First, 

God is not the author of sin; Second, His control over all the 
acts of all His creatures is certain, sovereign and efficacious; 
and such as to have been determined from eternity. If a way 
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can be shown, in which God thus controls these sinful acts, 
without this physical concursus, the force of the other argu- 
ments for it is all removed.* May not this mode be found in 
this direction? Thus: 
God’s eternal purpose as to evil acts of free agents is more 
How, then, doesGod than barely permissive; His prescience of it 
Secure Men’s Free is more thana sczentia media of what is, to 
ie Him, contingent. It is a determinate pur- 
pose effectuated in providence by means efficient, and to Him, 
certain in their influence on free agents. What are those 
means? Volitions are caused. The efficient causes of voli- 
tions are the soul’s own dispositions; the occasional causes are 
the objects providentially presented to those dispositions. Even 
we may, in many cases, so know dispositions as efficiently to 
procure, and certainly to predict, given volitions, through the 
presentation of objective causes thereof. An infinite under- 
standing may so completely know all dispositions and all their 
complex workings, as to foretell and produce volitions thus in 
every case, as we are able to do in many cases. Add to this, 
omnipotent, providential power, which is able to surround any 
soul with circumstances so adapted to his known dispositions, 
as infallibly to prove the occasions of given desired volitions. 
And the presentation of the objective inducement to do wrong 
is also wrought, after the manner of God’s permissive decree, 
by the free actions of other sinners permissively ordained. 
Thus: The offer of the Ishmaelitish merchants (Gen. xxxvil: 
25,) to buy Joseph, was the sufficient inducement to his breth- 
ren's spite and cupidity. It was these subjective emotions in 
them, which constituted the efficient motive of the crime of 
selling their brother. God did not himself present that induce- 
ment by His own immediate act or influence; but He permis- 
sively ordained its presentation by the merchants. Here you 
have means enough to enable God to purpose and efficiently 
produce a given act of a free agent, without any other special 
concursus, in the act itself, than the providential power by 
which He sustains the being and capacities of that soul, what- 
ever that power is. This, then, is my picture of the providen- 
tial evolution of God’s purpose as to sinful acts; so to arrange 
and group events and objects around free agents by His mani- 
fold wisdom and power, as to place each soul, at every step, in 
the presence of those circumstances, which, He knows, will be 
a sufficient objective inducement to it to do, of its own native, 
free activity, just the thing called for by God’s plan. Thus the 
act is man’s alone, though its occurrence is efficaciously secured 
by God. And the sin is man’s only. God’s concern in it is 
holy, first, because all His personal agency in arranging to 


* If a soul is not spontaneous cause, it is not responsible. If its spontaneity is 
above providence, itis a God! 
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secure its occurrence was holy; and second, His ends or pur- 
poses are holy. God does not will the sin of the act, for the 
sake of its sinfulness; but only wills the result to which the act 
is a means, and that result is always worthy of His holiness. 
E. g.: A righteous king, besieged by wicked rebels, may 
arrange a sally, with a view to their righteous defeat, and the 
glorious deliverance of the good citizens, in which he knows 
the rebels will slay some of his soldiers. This slaying is sin; 
the good king determines efficaciously to permit it; not for the 
sake of the slaying, but for the sake of the righteous triumph 
of which it is part means. The death of these good soldiers is 
the sin of the rebels; the righteousness of the end in view, is 
the king’s. 

It may be said, that this scheme represents God, after all, 
as governing free agents by a sort of sczentia 
media. I reply: Let us not be scared by 
unpopular names. It is a knowledge con- 
ditioned on His own almighty purpose, and His own infallible 
knowledge of the dispositions of creatures; and it is, in this 
sense, relative. But this is not a dangerous sense. For only 
lay down the true doctrine, that volitions are efficiently deter- 
mined by dispositions, and there is, to God, no shadow of con- 
tingency remaining about such foreknowledge. (That was the 
ugly trait.) As I showed you, when explaining this sczentia 
media, in the hands of him who holds the contingency of the 
will, it is illogical; in the hands of the Calvinist, it becomes 
consistent. 

(c) This doctrine of physical concursus neglects the proper 

distinction between the power of causation 
eens in physical bodies and in free agents. It 
| also commits a fatal error in making God’s 
agency in bad acts, about as immediate and efficacious 
as in good acts; and indeed very much the same. It repre- 
sents the soul, like a physical cause, as undetermined to action 
or non-action, till God’s precursus decides it toact. Of course, 
then, an unholy will might be equally decided by it toa holy or 
an unholy act! Thus hyper-Calvinism actually betrays its own 
cause to the opposite party, who teach the eguzlzbrium of the 
will; and contradicts Scripture, which always claims more 
credit and agency for God (and an essentially different agency) 
in the good acts, than in the evil acts, of the creature. 
(d) This doctrine leads us too near to the awful verge of 
Pantheism. See how readily it can be made 
ae tendency Panthe- +4 tend towards one of the very types of 
Idealistic Pantheism, lately prevalent in parts 
of Europe. If God’s efficient precursus is essential to all the 
creature’s acts, then, of course, it is essential to his acts of per- 
ception. But now, if it is not the objective world, which is the 
efficient cause of perceptions in our minds, but God: why 
19* 


Is God’s intelligence 
herein Sczenxtia Media? 
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should we predicate any objective world at all? The real evi- 
dence of its existence is lacking, and if this doctrine is true, 
the supposition of an objective world should be excluded by 
the “law of parcimony.” And since the mind is not, accord- 
ing to this doctrine, the efficient of its own acts, why should 
we predicate its personality either? But, more simply stated, 
the road towards Pantheism is this: If there is such a universal 
precursus, God is the only true agent in the universe. Turret- 
tin himself admits, that according to this scheme, God’s concur- 
sus is the efficient cause of every act, and the creature’s volition 
only the formal cause. How easy the step from this to making 
the creature’s being a mere efflux of God’s being? Do not 
these writers claim that the mode of the action must agree to 
that of the esse? Thus we have another illustration of the — 
justice of the charge that Scholastic Realism prepared the way 
for modern Pantheism. . 

(e) Last. Like all Pantheism, it comes too near making 
God the author of sin; for it makes God an 
immediate, intentional efficient of acts which 
are sinful. The scholastics endeavour to 
evade this, by distinguishing between the physical entity of the 
act and its moral relation. God, say they, is an efficient of the 
entity, not of the moral evil which qualifies it. Thus: whena 
musician strikes an untuned harp, the sound is from him, the 
discord of the sound is from the disorder of the strings. When 
a partial paralytic essays to move his limbs, motion is from his 
volition; the halting or jerking is from the disease. The illus- 
trations are false; for the musician’s intention is to produce, 
not only sound, but harmonious sound,—the paralytic’s, not 
only motion, but correct motion. God’s intention embraces 
not only the physical entity of the act, but its moral quality. It is 
not only the act as an act, but the act as sinful, which He 
intends to permit. For how often are the holy ends He has in 
view connected with the sinfulness of the act? That the dis- 
tinction is incorrect may be practically evinced thus: The same 
distinction would serve as well to justify the Jesuit doctrine of 
intention. Search and see. I see no way to escape the horrid 
consequence of making God the author of sin, except by mak- 
ing sinful acts immediately the acts of the sinner alone; and 
this is certainly the testimony of his own consciousness. He 
feels that he is wholly self-moved thereto; and hence his sense 
of guilt therefor. 

The inadequacy of this evasion appears in that Turrettin 

The evasion false,be- (Qu. 5, § 17,)-admits himselfi to’ be* con- 
cause it gives no act strained by it to hold the deplorable dogma, 
moral quality fer sé. that no moral act has intrinsic moral quality 
per se. He even quibbles, that the hatred of God felt bya 
sinner is not evil by its intrinsic nature as a simple act of will; 
but only by its adjuncts. Ans. The act, apart from its adjuncts, 


Makes God cause 
of sin. Evasion. 
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is either no act at all, or a different act intrinsically. There is 
false analysis here. Turrettin (again) is misled by instances 
such as these admitted ones. All killing is not murder. All 
smiting is not malice. All taking is not theft, &c., &c. The 
sophism is, that these are outward acts: effectuated through 
bodily members. As to the mere physical phenomenon of 
volitions moving bodily members, we admitted, and argued that, 
abstracted from its psychical antecedents and adjuncts, it has 
no moral quality. Proof is easy. But, in strictness of speech, 
the physical execution of the volition in the act of striking, &c., 
is not the act of soul—only the outward result thereof. The 
act of soul is the intent of will. In this, the right or wrong 
moral relation is intrinsic. Now, would not Turrettin say, that 
the concursus he teaches incites and directs the act of soul, and 
not that of the body merely? Certainly. Thus it appears that 
his distinction and evasion are inadequate. 

Or thus: No Calvinist. will deny that the morality of an 
act is determined by its intention. But intention is action of 
soul, as truly as volition. And if a physical concursus is neces- — 
sary to all action, it is so to intention. Thus God’s action 
would be determinative of the morality of the act. Ina word, 
these Calvinists here betray, in their zeal for this precursus, 
that doctrine of the essential originality of the moral distinction, 
which they had already established; (see Lec. xiv, § 4, and 
Loc. iii, Qu. 18th,) and which we shall find essential in defend- 
ing against Socinians, the necessity of satisfaction for guilt. 


LECTURE XXVI. 


MAN’S ESTATE OF HOLINESS, AND THE COVE- 
NANT OF WORKS. 


SYLLABUS. 


I. Was man’s person constituted of matter and spirit? Wherein consisted the 
‘image of God” in which man was created? Wherein consisted his original right- 


eousness? See 
Turrettin, Loc. v, Qu. 10. Dick, Lect. 40. Witsius, @eon Fad, bk. i, ch. 


2. Watson’s Theo. Inst., ch. 18. Knapp, Chr. Theol., 3 51-53. 

2. Was Adam’s original righteousness con-created, or acquired by acting? State 

the answers of Calvinists and Pelagians, and establish the true one. 

Turrettin,, Loc. v,,Qu. 9,.113. Loc. vill, Qu. 1, 2° Loc. 1x, Om. 2s eli ie, 
iv, ch. 1, ¢ 2. Dick, Lect. 40. “Watson, ‘ch.-18,/9"'1'(2)." Knapp" sa: 
Thornwell, Lect. 14, pp. 394-end. 

3. What was Adam’s natural relation to God’s law? 
Turrettin, Loc. v, Qu. 12. Thornwell, Lect. 11 and 12. Witsius, bk. i, ch. 
5, @22, and bk. i, ch. 4, 31-5. Dick, Lect. 44. Watson, ch. 18, 2 1. 

4. Did God place man under a Covenant of Works? And did Adam therein 


represent his posterity ? 
Turrettin, Loc. viii, Qu. 3, 6. Witsius, bk. i, ch. 2, 3 14, &c., ch. 8, 3 31, &c. 
Hill, bk. iv, ch. 1, 4 1,2. Dick, Lect. 44, 45. Watson, ch. 18, 33. Thorn- 


well, Lect. 12, p. 284, &c. 
5. What was the condition, and what the seal of that Covenant? 
Turrettin, Loc. vill, Qu. 4, 5, 7. Witsius, bk. i, ch. 3. Dick and Hill as 


above. 
"THE first three chapters of Genesis present a deszderatum 
wholly unsupplied by any human writing, in a simple, natu- 
bi eas ral, and yet authentic account of man’s 
Pi ws origin from Origin. The statement that his body was cre- 
ated out of pre-existent mattter, and his soul 
communicated to that body by God, solves a thousand inquiries, 
which mythology and philosophy are alike incompetent to 
meet. And from this first father, together with the helpmeet 
formed for him, of the opposite sex, from his side, have pro- 
ceeded the whole human race, by successive generation. The 
unity of race in the human family has been much mooted by 
half-scholars in natural science of our day, and triumphantly 
defended. I must remit you wholly for the discussion to the 
books written by Christian scholars on that subject, of which I 
may mention, as accessible and popular, Cabell, the University 
Lectures, and the work of Dr. Bachman, of Charleston. I 
would merely point out, in passing, the theological importance 
of this natural fact. If there are men on earth not descended 
from Adam’s race, then their federal connection with him is 
broken. But more, their inheritance in the protevangelium, that 
the “seed of the woman shall bruise the serpent’s head,” is also 
interrupted. The warrant of the Church to carry the Gospel 
to that people is lacking; and indeed all the relations of man | 
to man are interrupted as to them. Lastly, the integrity of the 
Bible as the Word of God is fatally affected ; for the unity of 
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the race is implied in all its system, in the whole account of 
God’s dealings with it, in all its histories, and asserted in 
express terms. Acts xvii: 26. See Breckinridge’s Theol., vol. 
1, ch. 3, i. For additional Scriptures, Gen. iii : 20; vii : 23 ; ix: 
I, 19; x: 32. Unity of race is necessary to relation to the 
Redeemer. 
But a yet more precious part of this passage of Scripture 
is the explanation it gives of the state of 
Man, Body and . . . : 
Spirit universal sin, self-condemnation, and vanity, 
in which we now find man; which is so hard 
to reconcile with God’s attributes. The simple, but far reach- 
ing solution is, that man is not in the state in which he was 
made by his Creator. The record tells us that God “ formed 
man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils 
the breath of life, and man became aliving soul.” Here, in 
the simple language of a primeval people, the two-fold nature 
of man, as matter and spirit, is asserted. As the popular terms 


of every people have selected breath, 7, zvevua, spzrztus, to 


signify this inscrutable substance, thinking spirit, the narrative 
describes the communication of the soul to the body by the act 
of breathing. And, it may be added, the view to which rea- 
son led us, as to the spirituality of man’s thinking part, is con- 
firmed=byyiall, Scripture. > HereyGen. ii’? 7: \/ The) body is° first 
formed from one source, and then the spirit is communicated to 
it from a different one. God is thus the Father of our spirits. 
Heb. xii: 9. At death, the two substances separate, and meet 
different ifates api Hochuxtie: 170;/27 Gor.) v-11-8; * Philo is 22°23, 
The body and soul are in many ways distinguished as different 
substances, and capable of existing separately. Matt. x: 28; 
Luke viii: 55. The terms body, soul and spirit, are twice used 
as exhaustive enumerations of the whole man. 1 Thess. v: 23; 
Heb. av.7i42. 

Next: we learn that man, unlike all lower creatures, was 
formed in the “image of God” — “after His 
likeness.” The general idea here is obvi- 
ously, that there is a resemblance of man to God. It is not in 
sameness of essence, for God’s is incommunicable; nor like- 
ness of corporeal shape, for of this God has none; being 
immense. This image has been lost, in the fall, and regained, 
in redemption. Hence, it could not have consisted in anything 
absolutely essential to man’s essence, because the loss of such 
an attribute would have destroyed man’s nature. The likeness 
which was lost and restored must consist, then, in some accidens. 
The old Pelagians and Socinians represented the image as 
grounded in man’s rationality, and consisting especially in His 
dominion over the animals and the world. The Reformed 
divines represent it as grounded upon man’s rationality and im- 
mortality, which make him an humble representation of God’s 


Image of God what ? 
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spiritual essence ; but as consisting especially in the righteous- 
ness and true holiness, in which Adam was created. The 
dominion bestowed upon man is the appropriate result of his 
moral likeness to his Maker. Thus Witsius— The image con- 
sisted antecedenter, in man’s spiritual and immortal nature : 
formaliter, in His holiness ; conseguenter, in His dominion. 
The first was the precious tablet; the second was the image 
drawn on it; the third was the ray shining from it. But we 
substantiate the definition of God’s image; as to its first partic- 
ular, by Gen. 1x : 6, where we learn that the crime of murder 
owes its enormity chiefly to this, that it destroys God’s image. 
See also, Jas. ili: 9. But since the fall, man has lost his origi- 
nal righteousness, and his likeness to God consists only in his 
possession ofan intelligent spiritual nature. Dominion over the , 7 
earth and its animals was plainly conferred, Gen. i: 26, 27 ; Ps. viii, 
and it is implied that this feature made man, in an humble 
sen e, a representative of God on the earth, in Gen. i: 26, 27, 
from the connection in which the two things are mentioned, and 
in 1 Cor. xi: 7, from the idea there implied, that the authority 
given him by God over the other sex makes him God’s represen- _. 
tative. But the likeness consists chiefly in man’s original moral * J 
perfection, the intelligence and rectitude of his conscience. (.? | 
This is argued from the fact that the first man, like all the other ~ 
works of creation, was “very good.” Gen.i: 31. This “good-— 
ness’? must, in fairness, be understood thus, that each created 

thing had in perfection those properties which adapted it to its _ 
designed relations. Man is an intelligent being, and was cre- }- 
ated to know, enjoy and glorify God as such; hence his moral 

state must have been perfect. See also, Eccl. vii: 29. And 

that this was the most important feature of God’s likeness, is 
evident ; because it is that likeness which man regains by the 

new ‘creation. ;See..Rome(xii 25 -Gok di nao Hphyiveiog 

This also, is the likeness which saints aspire after, which they 

hope to attain when they regain Adam’s original perfection. 
Psyixewii) e255) Jeon se, 

This all-important likeness of man to his God justifies that 
Nee met Ones. trait of all our natural theology, which is 
Antiiopemorpntes SY now made ground of cavil by many, that it is 

necessarily anthropomorphic. Inthe seventh 
lecture, this trait is admitted, and the insufficiency which it 
causes in any theology merely natural, as a means of sanctifica- 
tion and redemption, is disclosed. But our opponents would 
use this concession to destroy both natural theology and revealed. 
Our rational self-consciousness is the medium by which we con- 
ceive God and His attributes. We know power and causation 
first in our own conscious volitions: and thus we step to a First 
Cause. We know spirit, as contrasted with matter, first, as the 
subject of the functions of consciousness: and thus we know 
that God, the cause of all intelligence, and the omniscient, 
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must also be spirit. We conceive His knowledge and wis- 
dom, as revealed in His works, after the mode of our thinking 
to our final causes, but without the limitations of our thoughts. 
Our conscience is the revelation to us of God’s rectitude. It 
was only by the method of our control over natural powers, 
that we could construe God’s providence. And thus came all 
our natural knowledge of God. 
It is from this feature that worthlessness has been charged 
upon it all. But this is simply preposterous. 
arte Nat thereforeun- Yet it be considered whether it is not the 
inevitable condition of knowledge to man 
that it shall be anthropomorphic? What is this, but to say, 
that man’s knowledge must be human, in order to be his? 
For if he is to have any cognition, it must be according to the 
forms of his intelligence. This unreasonable cavil is evidently 
grounded in this illusion; that a symmorphism of the divine 
science to our forms of thought must be a transformation: that 
the propositions of this science must be so changed, in order to 
translate them into our modes of cognition, as to be invalid. 
Now, if we knew that the human intelligence was wholly hete- 
rogeneous from the divine, there would be some ground for 
this suspicion. But suppose it should turn out that the human 
intelligence is, in its lower sphere, homogeneous with the divine, 
then the symmorphism of knowledge implies no corruption of 
its truth. Does the opponent exclaim, that we must not ‘beg 
the question,’ by assuming that homogeneity? We reply ; Neither 
shall he beg the question in denying it. But when the inspired 
witness, the Bible, comes to us, with attestation, (by miracles, 
_ prophecies, &c.,) exactly suited to the forms of the human un- 
derstanding, and assures us that our spirits are made in the 
likeness of God’s, all fear of our theology, as made invalid by 
anthropomorphism, is removed. And especially when we are 
shown the Messiah, as the image of the invisible God, and hear 
Him reason, we have a complete verification. It would appear 
that this simple, primeval narrative was so framed, as to give 
the answer to a subtile modern cavil, and to satisfy this funda- 
mental difficulty.* 

If we attempt to define the original righteousness of man’s 
nature, we must say that, first, it implies the 
possession of those capacities of under- 
standing and conscience, and that knowl- 
edge, which were necessary for the correct comprehension of 
all his own moral relations. This equally excludes the extrava- 
gant notion, that he was endued by nature with all the knowl- 
edge ever acquired by all his descendants; and its opposite, 
that his soyl commenced its existence in an infantile state. 
Second; Man’s righteousness consisted in the perfectiy aarmo- 


Adam’s Natural right- 
eousness defined. 


* See a similar view, in the recently published Lectures of Dr. Thornwell. Vol. 
I pp. 112-113. ; 
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nious concurrence of all the dispositions of his soul, and, conse- 
quently, of all his volitions prompted thereby, with the decis- 
ions of his conscience, which in its turn was correctly directed 
by God’s holy will. His righteousness, was then, a natural and 
entire conformity, in principle and volition, with God’s law. 
Adam was doubtless possessed of free will, (Confession, ch. iv, 
§ 2; ix, § 2,) in the sense which, we saw, was alone appropriate 
to any rational free agent; that in all his responsible, moral acts, 
his soul was self-determined in its volitions—i. e., he chose 
according to his own understanding and dispositions, free from 
co-action. But his will was no more self-determining, or in 
eguilibrio, than man’s willnow. (We saw that sucha state would 
be neither free, rational, nor moral). Just as man’s dispositions 
now decisively incline his will, in a state of nature, to ungodli- 
ness, so they then inclined it to holiness. This inclination was 
prevalent and complete for the time, yet not immutable, as the 
event proved. But this mutability of will did not imply any 
infirmity of moral nature peculiar to man, as compared with 
angels. The fate of the non-elect angels shows that it is the 
inevitable result of man’s being finite. Impeccability is the 
property of none but the Infinite, and those to whom He com- 
municates it by. His indwelling wisdom and grace. How a 
creature soul could be prevalently’and completely holy in its 
dispositions, and yet mutable, is a most abstruse problem, to 
which we will return in due. place. 3 

Was Adam’s righteousness, in his estate of blessedness, 
native or acquired? ‘The Calvinist answers, 
it was native; it was conferred upon him as 
the original hadztus of his will, by the cre-. 
ative act which made him an intelligent creature. And the 
exercise of holy volitions was the natural effect of the princi- 
ples which God gave him. This is the: obvious and simple 
meaning of our doctrine; not that righteousness was so an 
essential attribute of man’s. nature, that the loss of it would 
make him no longer a human being proper. 

The Pelagians of the 5th century, followed by modern 
Socinians, and many of the New England 
school, assert that Adam could only have 
received from his Maker a negative inno- 
cency ; and that a positive righteousness could only be the 
result of his own voluntary acts of choice. Their fundamental _| | 
dogma is, that nothing has moral quality except that which is > 
voluntary (meaning by this, the result of an act of choosing). | 
Hence, they infer, nothing is sin, or holiness, but acts of voli- 
tion. Hence, a con-created rectitude of will would be no 
righteousness, and have no merit, because not the result of the 
person’s own act of choice. Hence, also, they say a@ priori 
dispositions have no moral quality, except where they are 
acquired habitudes of disposition resulting from voluntary acts. 


2. Adam’s righteous- 
ness concreated. 


Views of Pelagians 
and Socinians. 
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Of this kind was Adam’s holy character, they say. And so, in 
the work of conversion, it is irrational to talk of being made 
righteous, or of receiving a holy heart; man must act right- 
eousness, and make by choosing a holy heart. 

This is the most important point in the whole subject of 
man’s original state and relation to God’s law. 
Before proceeding, however, to its discussion, 
it may be well to state the evasive ground 
assumed by the Romish Church, between the two. In order to 
gain a semi-Pelagian position, without avowing the above odious 
principles, they teach that the first man was holy, ad zuztio ; but 
that original righteousness was not a natural habitus of his own 
will, but a supernatural grace, communicated to him temporarily 
by God. According to Rome, concupiscence is not sin, and it 
existed in holy Adam; but it has a perpetual tendency to over- 
ride the limits of conscience, and thus become sin. So long as 
the supernatural grace of original righteousness was communi- 
cated to Adam, he stood; the moment God saw fit to withdraw: 
it, natural concupiscence became inordinate, sin was born, and 
man fell. The refutation of this view of man’s original recti- 
tude will be found below, in the proof that concupiscence is sin, 
and that man was made by nature holy. We understand that it 
is implied, if man had not sinned, he would have transmitted that 
holy nature to his posterity ; surely supernatural grace does not 
“run in the blood’? The idea is also derogatory to God's 
wisdom and holiness, that He should make a creature and 
endue it with such a nature as was of itself inadequate to fulfil 
the end of its existence as a moral being, and so construct its 
propensities, that sin would be the normal, certain and immedi- 
ate result of their unrestricted action! It represents God as 
creating imperfections. 

(a) We assert against the Pelagians, that man was positively 

Proof of our view, Holy by nature, as he came from God's hand; 
Pelagian argument am- because the plea that nothing can have moral 
Denes quality which is involuntary, is ambiguous 
and sophistical. That which occurs or exists against a man’s 
positive volition can be to him neither praise nor blame. This 
is the proposition to which common sense testifies. It is a very 
different proposition to say that there cannot be moral desert, 
because no positive volition was exercised about it. (The Pela- 
gian’s proposition.) For then there could be no sins of omis- 
sion, where the ill-desert depended on the very fact that the 
man wholly failed to choose, when he should have chosen, The 
truth is, man’s original dispositions are spontaneous; they sub- 
sist and operate in him freely; without co-action; and only 
because of their own motion. This is enough to show them 
responsible, and blame- or praiseworthy. A man always feels 
good or ill desert according as his spontaneous feelings are in a 
right or wrong state, not according to the mode or process by 


Intermediate Romish 
ground. 
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which they came into that state. Men strangely forget that 
their free-agency may as spontaneously prefer, and thus make 
them responsible for, a state which was original, as though this 
preference of theirs had originated it. Here is a man who was 
born with carroty hair: he is absurdly proud of its supposed 
beauty, and prefers it to any other. Every one decides that he 
thereby exhibits precisely the same bad taste, as though, having 
been gifted by nature with the finest brown hair, he had pro- 
duced the unsightly color with a hair-dye. So, he who, natu- 
rally having a perverse disposition, delights in, prefers, and 
fosters it, is as truly spontaneous and responsible therein, as 
though he had himself acquired it in the impossible way the 
Pelagians imagine. 

Dr. Thornwell (Lecture xix. p. 395,) seems to teach, that 
the inability of the will, if truly natural, in the sense of being 
a part of man’s original nature, would destroy his responsibility. 
He defends the proposition that the sinner is now responsible, 
notwithstanding his thorough inability of will, on the exclusive 
ground that it is self-procured by man. This statement must 
be regarded as incautious. It is very true, that a holy God is 
incapable of creating .any rational creature with a wrong dispo- 
sition. But to fallen man his evil Zadztus, or inability of will, is 
now natural: it is connate, and is the regular incident of man’s 
nature. In what sense can it be said of an individual man now, 
that his inability of will is self-procured? Only as he fell in 
Adam. And it is hard to see how Dr. T. can save his own true 
position that the sinner is responsible, notwithstanding his total 
inability of will, without implying a personal unity of each sin- 
ner and Adam. His statement is unhappy, again: because it 
jeopardizes the clearness of the all-important distinction (see 
Confession, Chap. ix.) between the destruction of man’s essevzza, 
by the loss of any constitutive faculty (which would end his 
responsibility,) and that total “aversion” from the right, which 
results in an entire inability, and yet leaves to the sinning agent 
his inalienable spontaneity. 

(b.) We have already seen, from Gen. i: 26, 27; i: 31; 
Eccles. vii: 29, that man was made in the 
image of God, and that this image was most 
essentially his original righteousness. God’s 
word, therefore, sustains our view. The same thing is seen in 
the language of Scripture concerning the new creation, regen- 
eration. This, the Bible expressly affirms, is a “creation unto 
righteousness.” Eph. iv: 24; ii: 10; Rom. viii:29: Eph.i: 4. 
It is a supernatural change of disposition, wrought not merely 
through motive, but by almighty power. Eph.i: 19, 20; 
ii: 1-5. It determines not only the acts, but the will. Ps. 
cx :3; Phil.u:13. And God has Himself suggested. the 
analogy on which our argument proceeds, by choosing the term 
“new creation,” to describe it. Hence, as the new-born soul 


Scripture teaches our 
view. 
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is made holy, and does not merely act a holiness, the first man 
was made righteous. Let me remark here, that ancient and 
modern Pelagians virtually admit the justice of this, by deny- 
ing the possibilty of such a regeneration by grace; and on the 
same grounds; that a state of holiness not primarily chosen by 
the will, could not be meritorious. On their theory the human 
soul of Christ would not have had a positive righteousness by 
nature. But see Luke i: 35. 

(c.) Their theory is contradicted by common sense in this: 
that a moral neutrality, ina being who had the 
rational faculties and the data for compre- 
hending the moral relations in a given case, 
is impossible; and if possible, would be criminal. It is the very 
nature of conscience, that when the moral relations of a given 
case are comprehended, her dictum is immediate, inevitable and 
categorical. The dispositions also must either be disposed 
actively, one way or the other, or they are not dispositions at 
all. They cannot be in eqguz/zb710, any more than motion can 
be quiescent. And does not every sane conscience decide that 
if Adam, on comprehending his moral relations to his infinitely 
good, kind, glorious and -holy Father, had simply failed to 
choose His love and service instaritly ; if he had been capable 
of hesitation for one moment, that would itself have constituted 
a moral defect, a sin? 

(d.) Had Adam’s will been in the state of eguzlibrium de-+ 

No Principle of right SCribed, and his moral character initially neg- 
choice would have ative, then there would have been in him 
been prrsent, nothing to prompt a holy choice; and the 
choice which he might have made for that which is formally 
right would have had nothing in it morally good. For the 
intention determining the volition gives all its moral quality. 
Thus he could never have chosen or acted a righteousness, 
nor initiated a moral habitude, his initial motive being non- 
moral. 

(e.) These false principles must lead, as Pelagians freely 

Corruption of In- avow, to the denial of original depravity in 
fants refutes Pelagian- infants. That which does not result from an 
Pie act-of intelligent choice, say they, cannot 
have moral quality ; so, there can be no sin of nature, any more 
than a natural righteousness. But that man has a sin of nature, 
is proved by common experience, asserted by Scripture, and 
demonstrated by the fact that all are “ by nature the children of 
wrath,’ and even from infancy suffer and die under God's 
hand. 

(f.) If the doctrine be held that a being cannot be created 
righteous without choice, then those that die in infancy cannot 
be redeemed. For they cannot exercise as yet intelligent acts 
of moral choice, and thus convert themselves by choosing 
God’s service. The Pelagian does indeed virtually represent 


No natural Neutral- 
ity Possible. 
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the infant as needing no redemption, having no sin of nature. 
But the Bible and experience prove that he does need redemp- 
tion: whence, on Pelagian principles, the damnation of all who 
die in infancy is inevitable. 
Last, the theory of the Pelagian is utterly unphilosophical 
; in this, that it has no experimental basis. It 
see REL ot ASOD Has isa mere hypothesis. No human being has 
ever existed consciously in the state of moral 
indifference which they assume; or been conscious of that 
initial act of choice, which generated his moral character. 
Surely all scientific propositions ought to have some basis of 
experimental proof! Ethics should be an inductive science. 
Any intelligent moral creature of God is naturally bound 
3. Natural Rela. to love Him with all his heart, and serve Him 
tion of Creature to with all his strength. i. e., this obligation is 
Goda not created by positive precept only, but 
arises out of the very perfections of God, and the relations of 
the creature, as His property, and deriving all his being and 
capacities from God’s hands. Doubtless Adain’s holy soul 
recognized joyfully this obligation. And doubtless his under- 
standing was endowed with the sufficient knowledge of so 
much of God’s will as related to his duties at that time. It may 
be very hard for us tosay how much this was. Now, it is com- 
mon for divines to say, that a creature cannot merit anything 
of God. This has struck many minds as doubtful and unfair, 
whence it is important that we should properly distinguish. In 
denying that a creature of God can merit anything, it is by 
no means meant that’ the holy obedience of a creature is 
before God devoid of good moral character. It possesses 
praiseworthiness, if holy, and undoubtedly receives that credit 
at God’s hands. The fact that it is naturally due to God does 
not at all deprive it of its good quality. But the question re- 
mains: What is that quality? Obviously, it is that the natural 
connection between holiness and happiness shall not be severed, 
as long as the holiness continues; that, as the obedience ren- 
dered is that evoked by the natural relation to the Creator’s 
will; so the desert acquired is of that natural well-being 
appropriate to the creature’s capacities. The guarantee to the 
creature for this, in the absence of any positive covenant from 
God, is simply the divine goodness and righteousness, which 
render God incapable of treating a holy being worse than this. 
The creature is God’s property. 
But it is equally obvious that such obedience on the crea- 
ture’s part cannot bring God in his debt, to 
The Creature Can- , : . 
noe Meat condescend to him in any way, to communi- 
cate Himself as a source of supernatural 


blessedness, or stability in holiness, or to secure his natural well- 


being longer than his voluntary and mutable obedience is con- 
tinued. And the reasons are, simply that none of the crea- 
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ture’s obedience can be supererogatory, he owing his utmost at 
any rate; and that all his being and capacities were given by 
God, and are His property. I cannot bring my benefactor in 
my debt by giving him something which he himself lent to me; 
Iam but restoring hisown. This is what is intended by the 
Confession of Faith, ch. vii, § 1. The Scriptures clearly sup- 
Porteth .Psoxvilo;jobjxxxva7y SycActs: xvi 224,255 Ps. 
1: 9-12; Luke xvii: 7-10. 
But it is equally clear that mortality and the connected ills 
But, Death would Of life could not have been the natural lot of 
not haveEntered with- man, irrespective of his sin and fall, as the 
eae Pelagians and Socinians pretend.- Their mo- 
tive in assuming this repulsive tenet, is, to get rid of the argu- 
ment for original sin, presented by the sufferings and death of 
infants who have committed no overt sin. They say that dis- 
solution, to an organized animal body, is as natural and unavoid- 
able as the fall of the leaves from the trees. They claim, that 
only the monadic and indiscerptible can be exempt from that 
fate; and that it is the natural counterpart of generation, and 
of animal nutrition. I reply, that, if they only used these 
arguments to prove that animal bodies are not self-existent, 
they would have reason. But we must remember that the hu- 
man. person, whose dissolution is now in question, is a responsi- 
ble agent, not a vegetable, whose destiny in this particular a 
righteous God has to decide judicially. From this point of 
view, it is too plain to need argument, that the providence of 
that same almighty power which framed Adam’s body at first, 
was abundantly able to continue its organic existence indefin- 
itely.. It is not necessary to speculate as to the mode; but we 
have only to suppose God suspending the molecular forces 
which now war against the vital force; and the holy man’s 
body might have all the permanency of a diamond, or lump of 
gold. But the main point is: that to a moral person, dissolu- 
tion is not a mere chemical result, but a penal misery. Does 
this befall a responsible agent absolutely guiltless? The asser- 
tion is abhorrent to the justice and goodness of God. Physical 
evil is the appointed consequence of moral evil, and the sanc- 
tion threatened for the breach of God’s will. To suppose it 
appointed to an obedient moral being, irrespective of any guilt, 
overthrows either God’s moral attributes or His providence, 
and confounds heaven with earth. Second: It is inconsistent 
with that image of God and that natural perfection, in which 
man was created. The workmanship was deciared to be very 
good: and this doubtless excluded the seeds of its own de- 
struction. It was in the image of God; and this included 
immortality. But last, the Scriptures imply that man would 
neither have suffered nor died if he had not sinned, by appoint- 
ing death as the threat against transgression. And this, while 
it meant more than bodily death, certainly included this, as is 
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evident from Gen. iii: 17-19. See, then, Gen. ii:17; Rom. 
Vis 125) viev233 Matteoxix Seng ;»Gal.oait:112.\ng These dashes epic 
dently have reference to the covenant of works made with 
Adam: and they explicitly say, that if a perfect obedience 
were possible, (as it was with Adam before he fell), it would 
secure eternal life. 

God’s act in entering into a covenant with Adam, if it be 

substantiated, will be found to be one of pure 
ai eens of Works Grace and condescension. He might justly 

have held him always under his natural rela- 
tionship; and Adam’s obedience, however long continued, 
would not have brought God into his debt for the future. 
Thus, his holiness being mutable, his blessedness would always 
have hung in suspense. God, therefore, moved by pure grace, 
condescended to establish a covenant with His holy creature, 
in virtue of which a temporary obedience might be graciously 
accepted as a ground for God’s communicating Himself to him, 
and assuring him ever after of holiness, happiness, and coim- 
munion with God. Here then is the point of osculation be- 
tween the covenant of works, and the covenant of grace, the 
law and the Gospel. Both offer a plan of free justification, by 
which a righteousness should be accepted, in covenant, to 
acquire for the creature more than he could strictly claim of 
God; and thus gain him everlasting life. In the covenant of 
grace, all is “ordained in the hand of a mediator,’ because 
man’s sin had else excluded him from access to God’s holiness. 
In the covenant of works, no mediator was required, because 
man was innocent, and God’s purity did not forbid him to con- 
descend. to him. But in both, there was free grace; in botha 
justification unto life; in both, a gracious bestowal of more than 
man had earned. . 

Under the natural relation of man to law, there was room 
neither for mercy in case of transgression, nor for assured 
blessedness, This relation was modified by the Covenant of 
works, in three respects. First, a temporal probation was 
accepted, in place of an everlasting exposure to a fall under 
the perpetual legal demand. Second: The principle of repre- 
sentation was introduced by which the risques of the probation 
were limited to one man, acting for all instead of being indef- 
initely repeated, forever, in the conduct of each individual. 
Third, a reward for the probationary obedience was promised, 
which, while a reward for right works, was far more liberal 
than the works entitled to; and this was an adoption of life, 
transferring man from the position of a servant to that of a 
son, and surrounding him forever with the safeguards of the 
divine wisdom and faithfulness, making his holiness indefectible. 
Thus, the motive of God in this covenant was the same infinite 
and gratuitous goodness, which prompted him to the covenant 
ef grace. 
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The evidences that God placed Adam under a Covenant of 

4. Covenant of Works, Works are well stated by the standard 

What? Proof of itsIn- authors. A covenant, in its more technical 
aa cal sense, according to Turrettin, implies: 1. 
Two equal parties. 2. Liberty to do or not do the covenanted 
things before the covenant is formed. In this sense there could 
be no covenant between God and man. But in the more gene- 
ral sense of a conditional promise, such a transaction was evi- 
dently effected between God and Adam, and is recorded in 
Gen. ii: 16,17. There are—tst, the two parties. God pro- 
posing a certain blessing and penalty on certain conditions, and 
' man coming under those conditions. It has been objected that 
it was no covenant, because man’s accession to it was not 
optional with him: God’s terms were not a proposal made him, 
but a command laid upon him. I reply, if he did not have an 
option to accede or not, he was yet voluntary in doing so; for 
no doubt his holy will joyfully concurred in the gracious plan. 
And such compacts between governors and governed are by no 
means unusual or unnatural. Witness all rewards promised by 
masters and teachers, for the performance of tasks, on certain 
conditions. 2. There was a condition: the keeping of God's 
command. 3. There was a conditional promise and threat: 
life for obedience, and death for disobedience. That the prom- 
ise of life was clearly implied is shown by the fact itself, that 
life is the correlative of death, which was threatened in the 
covenant. For the soul not to live, is to die; not to die, is to 
‘ve. We argue next, from the natural lawof conscience, waich 

@xpects life for obedience, as death for transgression. Did this 
tatherly dispensation to Adam suspend the favorable part of 
this universal law, and thus place him in a worse, instead of a 
more hopeful condition? Heb. xi: 6, tells us “he that cometh 
unto God must believe that He is, and that He is the rewarder 
f them that diligently seek Him.” Here we have a general 
principle of service: surely Adam’s introduction into Paradise 
did not revoke it. Third: During his rectitude, Adam evi- 
dently enjoyed the use of the “Tree of Life,” which was a 
sacramental pledge to him of the promised result. And when 
the covenant was broken, his partaking of this seal was forbid- 
den, as utterly inconsistent with the new state of things. Unless 
Adam had had before him the promise of life for obedience, 
this would have been idle. Fourth: That the correlative 
promise of life was given, appears from the relation of Adam 
and Christ, the second Adam. Both were representative heads. 
The covenant which fell through in Adam’s inept hands, was 
successfully accomplished in Christ’s. But the result through 
Him was a “justification of life.’ And in the frequent con- 
trasts which the Epistles of Paul draw between the justification 
of works and of faith, it is never hinted that the impossibility 
of the former now arises from anything in the covenant of 
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works, but only from man’s sin and lost estate. See Rom. viii: 
3, 4. And last: the Scriptures in expounding the nature of the 
Covenant of Works, expressly say that life would have been the 
result of perfect obedience. Let the student consult Levit. 
xViib5 3 Deut.xxx sj yEzek. xx: 194 -Mattoxixy #7) Rome 
ii: 6, 73 Viiv tO; x: 53 Galviiiti2zs The fact thatiinsometoft 
these places the offer of life through the covenant of works was 
only made in order to apply an argument ad hominem to the 
self-righteous Jews, does not weaken this evidence. For the 
reason that life cannot, in fact, be gained through that covenant, 
is not that it was not truly promised to man in it, and in good 
faith; but that man has now become through the fall, morally 
incapable of fulfilling the conditions. Nor is the argument in 
favor of our position weakened surely by the other fact; that 
the Apostle’s reference to this covenant of works promising life 
for obedience, was designed to shut up sinners who have broken 
it, under condemnation. ! 
In this transaction Adam represented his posterity as well 
Sh pee nA Ras himself. Thisappearsfrom1. The parallel 
ae FP which is drawn between Christ and Adam. 
Rom.v; 12-19; 1 Cor. xv: 22,47. In almost 
every thing they are contrasted, yet Christ is the second Adam. 
The only parallelism is in the fact that they were both repre- 
sentative persons. 2. The fact proves it, that the penalty de- 
nounced on Adam has actually taken effect on every one of his 
posterity...See Gen..v: 3. 3. The» Bible: declares thatvsin; 
death, and all penal evil came into the world through Adar. 
Rom. v: 12; 1 Cor. xv: 22. 4. Although the various other com- 
munications of the first three chapters of Genesis are appa- 
rently addressed to Adam singly, we know that they applied 
equally to his posterity, as the permission to eat of all the fruits 
of the earth; the command to multiply and replenish the earth ; 
the threatened pains of child-bearing; the curse of the ground, 
and the doom of labor, &c. 
Every one is familiar with the Bible account of the condi 


i tion of this covenant: the eating or not eat 
5. Condition and seal 


Shae coke ing of the fruit of a tree called the “tree of 
knowledge of good and evil.” This prohi- 
bition was, obviously, a “ positive command.” Our divines are 


accustomed to argue, very reasonably, that when God’s design 
was to apply a naked test of the principle, obedience, a positive — 
command is better adapted to the end than a perpetual moral one. 
For the latter class have usually rational grounds in the interests 
and affections of men; but the ground of the positive precept 
is only the rightful authority of God. A more difficult point is: 
Whether this single, positive precept substituted, during Adam’s 
probation, all the moral law. In other words: Was this the 
only command Adam now had to observe: the only one by the , 
breach of which he could fall? Presbyterians answer. this in 
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the negative. We regard all the moral law known to Adam is 
represented in this command, as the crucial test of his obedi- 
ence to all. The condition of his covenant was perfect compli- 
ance, in heart and act, with all God’s revealed law. This is 
manifest from the unreasonableness of any moral creature’s 
exemption from the law of God, which is immutable. It 
appears also, from all the representations of the covenant of 
works, quoted in a previous paragraph; where the obedience 
required is to the whole law. {[t appears, finally, from this 
obvious view: that a consistent sense of moral obligation was 
the only thing which could have given to Adam’s compliance 
with the positive prohibition, any moral significance or worth. 
The seal of the covenant is usually understood to be the 
tree of life, whose excellent fruit did not, indeed, medically 
work immortality in Adam’s frame, but was appointed as a 
symbol and pledge, or seal of it. Hence, when he had forfeited 
the promise, he was debarred from the sign. The words of 
Gen. iii: 22 are to be understood sacramentally. 
Why is it supposed that an obedience for a limited time 
A Coat aad would have concluded the Covenant trans- 
seer action? Theansweris, that such a covenant, 
with an indefinite probation, would have been 
no covenant of life at all. The creature’s estate would have 
been still forever mutable, and in no respect different from that 
in which creation itself placed him, under the first natural obli- 
gation to his Maker. Nay, in that case man’s estate would 
be rightly called desperate; because, he being mutable and 
finite, and still held forever under the curse of a law, which he 
was, any day, liable to break, the probability that he would 
some day break it would in the infinite future mount up toa 
moral certainty. The Redeemer clearly implies that the pro- 
bation was to be temporary, in saying to the young Ruler: “If 
thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandments.” If the pro- 
bation had no limits, his keeping them could never make him 
enter in. Here again, Adam’s representative character unavoid- 
ably implies that the probation was temporary. His personal 
action under the trial was to decide whether his posterity were 
to be born heirs of wrath, or adopted sons of God. Had his 
probation been endless, their state would have been wholly 
unsettled. Only a moments’ reflection is needed, to show the 
preposterous confusion which would arise from that state of 
facts. Adam’s trial still continuing thousands of years after 
Seth’s birth, for instance, and after his glorification, if the 
father then fell, the son’s glorification must have been revoked. 
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LECTURE XXVII. 
THE FALL, AND ORIGINAL SIN. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What is sin? Is guilt its essence, or adjunct ? 

Conf. of Faith, ch. 6. Cat. Qu. 14. Turrettin, Loc. ix, Qu. I, 3. Knapp, 
273. Muller, ‘‘ Christian Doctrine of Sin,” ch. 2, 3. Bp. Butler’s Sermons, 
11-14. Thornwell, Lect. 14, pp. 347, 389. Dr. Wm. Cunningham, Historical 
Theol., ch. 19, 3 5. 

2. What was Adam’s first sin? How did it affect his own moral state and rela- 

tions to God? How could awill prevalently unholy form its first unholy volition ? 
Turrettin, Loc. xi, Qu. .6,:7,.8. Hill, bk. iv, ch. 1. _ Dick, Lect.47. ~ Knapp, 
385. Watson, ch. 18, 3 11. Witsius, bk. i, ch. 8, 3 1, 13. Thornwell, Lect. 
10, pp. 240-247. Butler’s Analogy. Muller, Chr. Doc. of Sin, bk. ii. 

3. Who was the tempter? What the sentence on him? 

Turrettin, Loc. ix, Qu. 7, 3 9, &c. Dick, Lect. 44. Hill and Watson as 
aLove. 

4. What were the effects of Adam’s fall on his posterity, (a) according to the 
Pelagian theory; (b) the lower Arminian theory; (c) the Wesleyan; and (d) the 
Calvinistic theory ? 

Augustine, Vol. ii, Ep. 899, c., Vol. viii. De Natura et Gratia, and Libri 
Duo adv. Pelagius et Celestius. Hill as above. Turrettin, Loc. ix, Qu. 9, 
1o. Dick, Lect. 46, 47. Cunningham, Hist. Theol., ch. 10, 3, 12, and ch. 
19, 3 3. Thornwell, Lect. 13. Whitby’s Five Points. Knapp, 3 79, Io. 
Watson’s Theol. Inst., ch. 18, 3 3, 4. Wesley on Original Sin. 

5. Are the souls of Adam’s posterity directly created or gentrated? And how 
is depravity propagated in them ? 

Turrettin, Loc. ix, Qu. 12, and Loc. v, Qu. 13. Baird’s Elohim Revealed, ch. 
11. Sampson on Hebrews, ch. 12, v. 9. Literary and Evangel. Magazine, of 
Dr. Jno. H. Rice, vol. iv. p. 285, &c. Watson, ch. 18, 94. Augustine, De 
Origine Animarum. 


W E have now reached, in our inquiries, the disastrous place, 
where sin first entered our race. Let us therefore pause, 


and ascertain clearly what is its nature. 
The most characteristic Hebrew word for it is NOM, 
es 


Sin what? which has the rudimental idea of missing the 
aim. The Greek, duaora is strikingly similar, 

expressing nearly the same idea, of failure of designed con- 
junction. The Latin, peccatum is supposed by some to bea 
modification of pecuatum, brutishness, and by others, of pe/l- 
catum, moral adultery. These words suggest, what will be 
found true upon analysis, that the common abstract element of 
all sins is a privative one, lack of conformity to a standard. If 
this is so, then farther, sin can only be understood, when viewed 
as the antithesis to that standard, a law of right, and to the 
righteousness which is conformed thereto. The student may 
be reminded here, in passing, of that speculation which some 
of the Reformed divines borrowed from the Latin Scholastics, 
by which they made sin out a negation. Their reason seemed 
to be mainly this: That God, as universal First Cause, must be 
the agent of all that has entity; and so, all entities must be 


per se good. Hence sin, which is evil, must be no entity, a 
anh , 
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negation. This doctrine received such applications as this: 
That even in adultery or murder, the action per se, so far as it 
is action only, is good; the negative moral quality is the evil. 
We see here, the mint, from which was coined that dangerous 
distinction, by which the same divines sought to defend God’s 
efficacious precursus in sinful acts of creatures. (See Lect. 
xxv, end.) Toa plain mind, the escape from this confusion 
is easy. Sins are, indeed, not entities, save as they are acts or 
states of creatures, who are personal entities. When we speak 
of sins in the abstract, if we mean anything, we speak of the 
quality common to the concrete acts, which we literally call 
sins: the quality of sinfulness. What now, is a_ quality, 
abstracted from all the entities which it qualifies? Not neces- 
sarily a negation, but a mere abstraction. As to the quibble, 
that God is the agent of all that has entity; we reply: Predi- 
cate the real free-agency of the sinning creature; and we shall 
have no philosophic trouble about that truth of common sense, 
that the actor is the agent of his own sinful act; and not God. 

Some have supposed that the just distinction between 
“sins of commission and omission” must overthrow the deftni- 
tion of sinfulness as always a privative quality. This, say they, 
may be true of sins of omission; but then it cannot be true of 
sins of commission, which are positive. This is invalid, for the 
basis of that distinction is different. Both classes of sins are 
equally privative, and equally real. The difference is, that sins 
of commission are breaches of prohibitory commands, and sins 
of omission of affirmative precepts. In either case, the sinful- 
ness arises out of evil motive, and this is, in either case, positive ; 
while its common quality is discrepancy from the standard of 
right. And now, if any other proof of our definition is needed, 
than its consistency, we find it in I Jno. iii: 4, where the Apos- 
tle gives this as his exact definition of sin; arguing against a 
possible Antinomian tendency to excuse sins in believers, as 
venial, that all sin is lawless; “MH dyapt:a gotey 4 avoma— <The 
sin is the discrepancy from law.” (Scil. vowos O20.) 

Dr. Julius Miller, in his important work, “The Christian 
Doctrine of Sin,” revives, in a new form, the erroneous doc- 
trine of Jon. Edwards, resolving sin into selfishness. Seizing 
upon the declaration of our Savior, that love to God is the first 
and great. command, on which the whole law depends, he 
resorts to the admitted fact, that sin must be the antithesis of 
righteousness; and concludes that the former must therefore be 
love of self. Why may we not conclude, from the same pro- 
cess, that since all duty is included in the love of God, all sin 
will be included in hatred of God? (instead of love of self.) 
This gives us a more plausibly exact antithesis. 

But more seriously, the student is referred to the remarks 
in Lecture ix, upon: Edwards’ theory, and to Bp. Butler’s Ser- 
mons. We now add, with especial reference to Miiller’s spec- 
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ulation, these points of objection. If all sin is resolved inte 
self-love as its essence, then is not all self-love sinful? If he 
answers, No, then I reply: So there is a sinful, and a righteous 
self-love? He must say, Yes. Then, I demand that he shall 
give me the differentiating element in the sinful self-love, which 
makes it, unlike the other self-love, morally evil. Will he give 
me self-love for this differentiating element? This is but mov- 
ing inacircle. Again: it would follow, that if some self-love 
is lawful, and yet self-love is the essence of all sin, it must 
become sin, by becoming too great; and thus sin and holiness 
would differ only in degree! Once more, if this theory is to 
be carried out with any consistency, it must teach, that the act 
which is intended by me to promote my own well-being, can 
only be virtuous provided I sincerely aim at that well-being 
(which happens to be my own) from motives purely impersonal 
and disinterested. In other words, to do any act aright, pro- 
motive of my own welfare, I must do it, not at all for the sake 
of myself, but exclusively for the sake of God and my fellows, 
as they are interested in my welfare. We will not dwell on the 
question, whether any man ever seeks his own good from so 
sublimated a motive; we only point to this resultant absurdity ; 
all one’s fellows, acting in this style of pure disinterestedness, 
are directly seeking his welfare; and in this is their virtue. 
How can it be then, that it is always sinful for him to seek that 
same end ? 

Does anyone ask, into what common type all sin may be 
resolved? We-answer: Into that of sin. We have no other 
definition than this: Sin is sin. Or sin is the opposite of holi- 
ness; sin is discrepancy from an absolutely holy law. If this 
is so, and if the idea of moral good is one of ultimate sim- 
plicity, and so, incapable of definition in simpler terms, we are 
to accept the same view as to sin. All attempts to reduce it to 
some simpler element, as they have been prompted either by 
an affectation of over-profundity, or by an over-weening desire 
to unify the functions of man’s soul, have also resulted i 
confusion and error. . 

The next question concerning the nature of sin would be, 
whether it is limited to acts of will, or includes also states of 
moral propensity and habit. The answer given by the Calvin- 
ist is familiar to you. “Sin is not being, or not doing what 
God requires.” Not only, then, are intentional acts of will con- 
trary to law, sinful; but also the native disposition to these 
acts, and the desires to commit them not yet formed into voli- 
tions. This raises the oft mooted question, whether “concu- 
piscence is sin?” This question has been already debated 
from a rational point of view, in Lect. xii, § 1, and the cognate 
one, in the xxvi, § 2. It is only necessary now, to add a sum- 
mary of the Scriptural argument. The Bible, in many places 
applies moral terms to the abiding habitudes of the soul, both 
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acquired and native. See Ps. li: 5; lviii: 3; Matt. xii: 35, or 
33; vii: 17. Jamesi:15 says: ‘Then when concupiscence 
hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin.” Rome, indeed, quotes 
this text as implying that concupiscence is not itself sin; for it 
must ‘conceive,’ must be developed into another form, in 
order to become sin. But James here evidently uses the word 
sin in the sense of sins of act. So he uses “ death,” the mature 
result of ‘‘sin when it is finished,’ in the sense of the final 
spiritual death, or the second death; for many other Scriptures 
assure us that a state of sin is a state of death. He would 
rather teach us, in this text, that concupiscence and actual sin, 
being mother and daughter, are too closely related not to have 
the same moral nature. But the most conclusive text is the 
10th Commandment. -See this expounded by Paul, Rom. vii: 
7. He had not known coveting, except the law had said, 
“Thou shalt not covet.” Andit was by this law, that he was 
made to know sin. How could he more expressly name 
concupiscence as sin? 

There is, however, a distinction, which is needed here, for 
the consistent establishment of this doctrine. coveting is often 
defined as “desiring the possession of another.” Now, it is 
clear, that there are such desires, and such thoughts, which are 
not the sin of concupiscence. The intellectual apprehension 
of natural good, not possessed by me, but attainable, cannot be 
sinful always; for if so, I could never put forth a normal and 
rational effort for any good. Soa certain desire for such good 
must also be innocent; else I could never have a lawful 
motive for effort, tending to the advancement of my own wel- 
fare. A very practical instance may evince this. A godly 
minister needs a useful horse. He sees his neighbour possess- 
ing the horse which suits his purposes. He righteously offers, 
and endeavors, to buy him. But, as a reasonable free agent, 
he could not have proposed to part with a valuable considera- 
tion for this horse, unless he had had, first, an intellectual judg- 
ment of the animal’s fitness for his uses; and second, a desire 
to enjoy its utility. But he had these sentiments while the 
horse was still another man’s? Is it, then neccessary for one 
to break the 10th Commandent in order to effect an equitable 
horse-trade? The answer is: These sentiments in the good 
man have not yet reached the grade of evil concupiscence. 
This sinful affection then, is not merely desire for attainable 
good; but desire for an attainment conditioned wrongfully; 
desire still harboured—though not matured into a purpose of 
will— while seen in the conscience to be thus unlawfully con- 
ditioned. Thus, for instance, the moment this good man’s 
desire to possess the useful animal verged into a craving to 
gain it unfairly, as by payment in spurious money, or untruthful 
depreciation .of its market value, that moment concupiscence 
was born. This distinction removes all just objections to the 
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Scripture teaching. It is useful also, in explaining how an 
impeccable Redeemer could be “tempted of the devil,” and yet 
wholly without sin. Had this holy soul been absolutely imper- 
vious to even the intellectual apprehension of attainable good, 
and to the natural sentiment arising on that apprehension, he. 
would not have been susceptible of temptation. But he had 
these normal traits. Hence, he could be tempted, and yet feel 
not the first pulse of evil concupiscence.. 

What Turrettin calls potential guilt is the intrinsic moral 
ill-desert of an act or state. This is of the 
essence of the sin: it is indeed an insepara- 
ble part of its sinfulness. Actual guilt is obligation to punish- 
ment. This is the established technical sense of the word 
among theologians. Guilt, thus defined, is obviously not of the 
essence of sin; but is a relation, viz., to the penal sanction of 
law. For if we suppose no penal sanction attached to the dis- 
regard of moral relations, guilt would not exist, though there 
were sin. This distinction will be found important. 

The first sin of our first father is found described in Gen. 
iii: I—7, in words which are familiar to 
every one. This narrative has evidently 
some of that picturesque character appropriate to the primeval 
age, and caused by the scarcity of abstract and definite terms 
in their language. But it is an obvious abuse to treat it asa 
mere allegory, representing under a figure man’s self-deprava- 
tion and gradual change: for the passages preceeding and fol- 
lowing it are evidently plain narrative, as is proved by a hundred 
references. Moreover, the transactions of this very passage 
are twice referred to as literal (2 Cor. xi: 3;.1 Tim. ii: 14), and 
the events are given as the explanation of the peculiar chastise- 
ment allotted to the daughters of Eve. 

The sin of Adam consisted essentially, not in his bodily 
act, of course; but in his intentions. Popish 
theologians usually say that the first element 
of the sin of his heart was pride, as being 
awakened by the taunting reference of the Serpent to his 
dependence and subjection, and as being not unnatural in so 
exalted a being. The Protestants, with Turrettin, usually say 
it was unbelief; because pride could not be naturally suggested 
to the creature’s soul, unless unbelief had gone before to oblit- 
erate his recollection of his proper relations to an infinite God ; 
because belief of the mind usually dictates feeling and action 
in the will; because the temptation seems first aimed (Gen. 
iii : 1) to produce unbelief, through the creature’s heedlessness ; 
and because the initial element of error must have been in the 
understanding, the will being hitherto holy. 

How a holy will could come to have an unholy volition at 

If Volitions are cer. f¢St, is a most difficult inquiry. And it is 
tainly Determined, much harder as to the first sin of Satan, than 


Guilt, what? 


2. Man’s First Sin. 


Unbelief its First 
Element. 
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How could a Holy of Adam, because the angel, hitherto per- 
Wig Volition? First fect, had no tempter to mislead him, and had 

not even the bodily appetites for natural 
good which in Adam were so easily perverted into concupis- 
cence. Concupiscence cannot be supposed to have been the 
cause, pre-existing before sin; because concupiscence is sin, 
and needs itself to be accounted for ina holy heart. Man’s, or 
Satan’s, mutability cannot be the efficient cause, being only a 
condition szze gua non. Nor is it any solution to say with Tur- 
rettin, the proper cause was a free will perverted voluntarily. 
Truly; but how came a right will to pervert itself while yet right ? 
And here, let me say, is far the most plausible objection 
against the certainty of the will, which Arminians, &c., might 
urge far more cunningly than (to my surprise) they do. If the 
evil dispositions of a fallen sinner so determine his volitions as 
to ensure that he will not choose spiritual good, why did not 
the holy dispositions of Adam and Satan ensure that they 
would never have a volition spiritually evil? And if they 
somehow chose sin, contrary to their prevalent bent, why may 
not depraved man sometime choose good? 

The mystery cannot be fully solved how the first evil 
choice could voluntarily arise in a holy soul ; 
but we can clearly prove that it is no sound 
reasoning from the certainty of a depraved will to that of a holy 
finite will. First: a finite creature can only be indefectible 
through the perpetual indwelling and superintendence of infi- 
nite wisdom and grace, guarding the finite and fallible attention 
of the soul against sin. This was righteously withheld from 
Satan and Adam. Second: while righteousness is a positive 
attribute, incipient sin is a privative trait of human conduct. 
The mere absence of an element of active regard for God’s 
will, constitutes a disposition or volition wrong. Now, while 
the positive requires a positive cause, it is not therefore inferri- 
ble that the negative equally demands a positive cause. To 
make a candle burn, it must be lighted; to make it go out, it 
need only be let alone. The most probable account of the 
way sin entered a holy breast first, is this: An object was 
apprehended as in its mere nature desirable; not yet as unlaw- 
ful. So far there is no sin. But as the soul, finite and fallible 
in its attention, permitted an overweening apprehension and 
desire of its natural adaptation to confer pleasure, to override 
the feeling of its unlawfulness, concupiscenee was developed. 
And the element which first caused the mere innocent sense of 
the natural goodness of the object to pass into evil concupis- 
cence, was privative, viz., the failure to consider and prefer 
God’s will as the superior good to mere natural good. Thus nat- 
ural desire passed into sinful selfishness, which is the root of all 
evil. So that we have only the privative element to account 
for. When we assert the certainty of ungodly choice in an 
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evil will, we only assert that a state of volition whose moral 
quality is a defect, a negation, cannot become the cause of a 
positive righteousness. When we assert the mutability of a 
holy will in a finite creature, we only say that the positive ele- 
ment of righteousness of disposition may, in the shape of 
defect, admit the negative, not being infinite. So that the 
cases are not parallel: and the result, though mysterious, is not 
impossible. To make a candle positively give light, it must be 
lighted; to cause it to sink into darkness, it is only necessary 
to let it alone: its length being limited, it burns out. 
Adam’s fall resulted in two changes, moral and physical. 
Effects of Sin in 2he latter was brought on him by God’s 
Adam— Self-Deprava- providence, cursing the earth for his sake, 
nop and thus entailing on him a life of toil and 
infirmities, ending in bodily death. The former was more 
immediately the natural and necessary result of his own con- 
duct; because we can conceive of God as interposing act- 
ively to punish sin, but we cannot conceive of Him as interpos- 
ing to produce it. It has been supposed very unreasonable 
that one act, momentary, the breach of an unimportant, positive 
precept, should thus revolutionize a man’s moral habitudes and 
principles, destroying his original righteousness, and making 
him a depraved being. One act, they say, cannot form a habit. 
We will not answer this, by saying, with Turrettin, that the act 
virtually broke each precept of the decalogue; or that it was a 
“universal sin;” nor even by pleading that it was an aggrava- 
ted and great sin. Doubtless it was a great sin; because it 
violated the divine authority most distinctly and pointedly 
declared; because it did it for small temptation; because it 
was a sin against great motives, privileges, and restraints. 
There is also much justice in Turrettin’s other remarks, that by 
this clear, fully declared sin, the chief end of the creature was 
changed from God to self; and the chief end controls the 
whole stream of moral action directed to it; that the authority 
on which all godliness reposes, was broken in breaking this one 
command; that shame and remorse were inevitably born in the 
soul; that communion with God was severed. But this terrible 
fact, that any sin is mortal to the spiritual life of the soul, may 
profitably be farther illustrated. 
Note, that God’s perfections necessitate that He shall be 
ny pe Le the righteous enemy and punisher of trans- 
by One Sin? gression. Man, asa moral and intelligent 
being, must have conscience and moral emo- 
tions. One inevitable effect of the first sin, then, must be that 
God is made righteously angry, and will feel the prompting to 
just punishment. (Else nota holy ruler!) Hence, He must at 
once withdraw His favour and communion (there being no Me- 
diator to satisfy His justice.) Another inevitable effect must 
be, the birth of remorse in the creature. The hitherto healthy 
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action of conscience must ensure this. This remorse must be 
attended with an apprehension of God’s anger, and fear of His 
punishment. But human nature always reciprocates, by a sort 
of sympathy, the hostility of which it knows itself the object. 
How many a man has learned to hate an inoffensive neighbour, 
because he knows that he has given that neighbour good cause 
to hate him? But this hostility is hostility to God for doing 
what He ought; it is hostility to righteousness! So that, in 
the first clearly pronounced sin, these elements of corruption 
and separation from God are necessarily contained in germ. 
But God is the model of excellence, and fountain of grace. 
See how fully these results are illustrated in Adam and Eve. 
Gen. iii: 8, &c. Next; every moral act has some tendency to 
foster the propensity which it indulges. Do you say it must be 
a very slight strength produced by one act; a very light bond 
of habit, consisting of onestrand! -Notalways. But the scale, 
if slightly turned, is turned: the downhill career is begun, by at 
least one step, and the increase of momentum will surely occur, 
though gradually. Inordinate self-love has now become a prin- 
ciple of action, and it it will go on to assert its dominion. Last, 
we must consider the effects of physical evil on a heart thus in 
incipient perversion ; for God’s justice must prompt Him to in- 
flict the bodily evils due to the sin. Desire of happiness is 
instinctive; when the joys of innocence are lost, an indemnifi- 
cation and substitute will be sought in carnal pleasures. Misery 
developes the malignant passions of envy, petulance, impatience, 
selfishness, revenge. And nothing is more depraving than de- 
Spaitii ee] ers 1h.25 j-xviliet: 12. 

What a terrible evil, then, is Sin! Thus the sentence, “In 
the day thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die,” carried its 
own execution. Sin, of itself, kills the spiritual life of the soul. 

The true tempter of Adam and Eve was undoubtedly the 
evil angel Satan, although it is not expressly 
said so in the narrative. A serpent has no 
speech, still less has it understanding to comprehend man’s 
moral relations and interests, and that refined spiritual malice 
which would plan the ruin of the soul. It is said, “ the serpent 
was more subtle than any beast of the field,” as though this 
natural superiority of animal instincts were what enabled it to 
do the work. A moment’s thought, however, must convince us 
that there isa deeper meaning. Moses, speaking for the time 
as the mere historian, describes events as they appeared to Eve. 
The well known cunning of the serpent adapted it better for 
Satan’s use, and enabled him to conceal himself under it with 
less chance of detection. The grounds for regarding Satan as 
the true agent are the obvious allusions of. Scripture. See Jno. 
viii: 44; 2 Cor. xi: 3; 1 Thess. iii: 5; 1 Jno. ii: 8; Rev. xii: 
9g, and xx: 2. The doom of the serpent is also allusively applied 
to Christ’s triumph over Satan. Col. ii: 15; Rom. xvi: 20; 
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Heb. ii: 14; Is. Ixv: 25. It is also stated in confirmation, by 
Dr. Hill, that this was the traditionary interpretration of the 
Jews, as is indicated, for instance, in Wis. ii: 23, 24; Ecclus. 
xxv: 24, and the Chaldee paraphrast on Job xx: 4,6. Turret- 
tin supposes that God’s providence permitted the employment 
of an animal as the instrument of Satan’s temptation, in order 
that mankind might have before them a visible commemoration 
of their sin and fall. 

I propose to state the Pelagian theory with some degree of 

4. Effect of Adam’s fulness, and more methodically than it would 
Sin on*His Posterity— perhaps be found stated in the writings of its 
Belapien\ Lheaee own early advocates, in order to unfold to 
the student the ~exus between original sin and the whole plan 
of redemption. The Pelagian believes that Adam’s fall did not 
directly affect his posterity at all. Infants are born in the same 
state in which Adam was created, one of innocence, but not of 
positive righteousness. There was no federal transaction, and 
no imputation, which is, in every case, incompatible with justice. 
There is no propagation of hereditary depravity, which would 
imply the generation of souls ex traduce, which they reject. 
Man’s will is not only free from coaction, but from moral cer- 
tainty, i. e., his volitions are not only free, but not decisively 
caused, otherwise he would not be a free agent. 

(b.) If this is so, whence the universal actual transgression 
of adult man? Pelagianism answers, from concupiscence, which 
exists in all, as in Adam before his sin, and is not sin of itself, 
and from general evil example. 

(c.) If man has no moral character, and no guilt prior to 
intelligent choice, whence death and suffering among those who 
have not sinned? They are obliged to answer: These natural 
evils are not penal, and would have befallen Adam had he not 
sinned. They are the natural limitations of humanity, just as 
irrationality is of beasts, and no more imply guilt as their neces- 
sary cause. 

(d.) Those, then, who die in infancy, have nothing from 
which they need to be redeemed. Why then baptized? Pela- 
gianism answered, those who die in infancy are redeemed from 
nothing. If they die unbaptized, they would go to a state 
called Paradise, the state of natural good, proceeding from 
natural innocence, to which innocent Pagans go. But baptism 
would interest them in Christ’s gracious purchase, and thus they 
would inherit, should they die in infancy, a more positive and 
assured state of blessedness, called the Kingdom of Heaven. 

(e.) All men being born innocent, and with equilibrium of 
will, it is both physically and morally possible that any man 
might act a holy character, and attain Paradise, or “ eternal 
life,’ without any gospel grace whatever. The chances may be 
bad, on account of unfavourable example, and temptation, 
amidst which the experiment has to be made. But there have 
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been cases, both under the revealed law, as Enoch, Job, Abel, 
Noah (who had no fprotevangelium); and among Pagans, as 
Numa, Aristides, Socrates ; and there may be such cases again. 
Nor would God be just to punish man for coming short of per- 
fection unless this were so. 

(f.) Now, as to the theory of redemption: As there can be 
no imputation of Adam’s guilt to his people, so neither could 
there be of Christ’s people’s guilt to Him, or of His righteous- 
ness to them. But sins are forgiven by the mercy of God in 
Christ (without penal satisfaction for them), on the condition of 
trust, repentance, and reformation. The title of the believer to 
a complete justification must then be his own obedience, and 
that a sinless one. But this is not so exalted an attainment as 
Calvinists now regard it. Concupiscence is not sin. Moral 
quality attaches only to actual volitions, not to states of feeling 
prompting thereto; and hence, if an act be formally right, it is 
wholly right; nor does a mixture of selfish and unselfish motives 
in it make it imperfectly moral; for volition is necessarily a 
thing decisive and entire. Hence, a prevalent, uniform obedi- 
ence is a perfect one; and none less will justify, because justifi- 
cation is by works, and the law is perfect. But as equilibrium 
of will is essential to responsibility, any shortcoming which is 
morally necessitated, by infirmity of nature, or ignorance, 
thoughtlessness, or overwhelming gust of temptation, contrary 
to the soul’s prevalent bent, is no sin at all. See here, the 
germ of the Wesleyan’s doctrine of sinless perfection, and of 
the Jesuit theory of morals. 

Since a concreated righteousness would be no righteous- 
ness, not being chosen at first, so neither would a righteousness 
wrought by a supernatural regeneration. The only gracious 
influences possible are those of co-operative grace, or moral 
suasion. Man’s regeneration is simply his own “change of pur- 
pose, as to sin aad) holiness, influenced by motives. Hence, 
faith and repentance are both natural exercises. 

(g.) The continuance of a soul in a state of justification is 
of course contingent. A grace which would morally necessi- 
tate the will to continued holy choices, would deprive it of its 
free agency. 

(h.) God’s purpose of election, therefore, while from eter- 
nity, as is shown by His infinite and immutable wisdom, knowl- 
edge and power, is conditioned on His foresight of the way 
men would improve their free will. He elected those He fore- 
saw would persevere in good. 

The whole is a consistent and well-knit system of error, 
proceeding from its zp@tov evdoc. 

Among those who pass under the general term, Arminians, 
two different schemes have been advanced ; 
one represented by Whitby, the other by 
Wesley and his Church. The former admit 
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that Adam and his race were both much injured by the fall. He 
has not indeed lost his equilibrium of will for spiritual good, but 
he has become greatly alienated from God, has fallen under the 
penal curse of physical evil and death, has become more ani- 
mal, so that concupiscence is greatly exasperated, and is more 
prone to break out into actual transgression. This is greatly 
increased by the miseries, fear, remorse, and vexation of his 
mortal state, which tend to drive him away from God, and to 
whet the envious, sensual and discontented emotions. These 
influences, together with constant evil example, are the solution 
of the fact, that all men become practically sinners. ‘This is 
the state to which Adam reduced himself; and. his posterity 
share it, not in virtue of any federal relation, or imputation of 
Adam’s guilt, but of that universal, physical law, that like must 
generate like. In that sense, man is born a ruined creature. 

The Wesleyans, however, begin by admitting all that a 
Moderate Calvinist would ask, as to Adam’s 
loss of original righteousness in the Fall, 
bondage under evil desires, and total depravity. While thev 
misinterpret, and then reject the question between mediate and 
immediate imputation, they retain the orthodox idea of impu- 
tation, admitting that the legal consequences of Adam’s act are 
visited upon his descendants along withhimself. But then, they 
say, the objections of severity and unrighteousness urged against 
this plan could not be met, unless it be considered as one 
whole, embracing man’s gracious connection with the second 
Adam. By the Covenant of grace in Him, the self-determining 
power of the will, and ability of will are purchased back for 
every member of the human family, and actually communi- 
cated, by common sufficient grace, to all, so far repairing the 
effects of the fall, that man has moral ability for spiritual good, 
if he chooses to employ it. Thus, while they give us the true 
doctrine with one hand, they take it back with the other, and 
reach a semi-Pelagian result. The obvious objection to this 
scheme is, that if the effects of Adam’s fall on his posterity are 
such, that they would have been unjust, if not repaired by a 
redeeming plan which was to follow it, as a part of the same 
system, then God’s act in giving a Redeemer was not one of 
pure grace (as Scripture everywhere says), but He was under 
obligations to do some such thing. 

The view of the Calvinists I purpose now to state in that 
comprehensive and natural mode, in which 
all sound Calvinists would concur. Looking 
into the Bible and the actual world, we find that, whereas Adam 
was created righteous, and with full ability of will forall good, 
and was in a state of actual blessedness; ever since his fall, 
his posterity begin their existence in a far different state. 
They all show, universal ungodliness, clearly proving a native, 
prevalent, and universal tendency thereto. They are born 
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spiritually dead, as Adam made himself. And they are obvi- 
ously, natural heirs of the physical evils and death pronounced 
on him for his sin. Such are the grand facts. Now Calvin- 
ists consider that it is no unauthorized hypothesis, but merely 
a connected statement, and inevitable interpretation of the 
facts, to say: that we see in them this arrangement; God was 
pleased, for wise, gracious, and righteous reasons, to connect the 
destiny of Adam’s posterity with his probationary acts, so making 
him their representative, that whatever moral, and whatever legal 
condition he procured for himself by his conduct under proba- 
tion; in that same moral and that same legal condition his pos- 
terity should begin to exist. And this, we say, is no more than 
the explanation necessarily implied in the facts themselves. 

But before we proceed to the detailed discussion of this, 
an inquiry, a subject of the greatest intricacy 
and interest, arises as a preliminary: How is 
this connection transmitted; what is the 
actual tie of nature between parents and children, as to their 
more essential part, the soul? Are human souls generated by 
their parents naturally? Or are they created directly by God, 
and sent into connection with the young body at the time it 
acquires its separate vitality? The former has been called the 
theory of Traducianism; (ex ¢traduce,) the latter, of creation. 
After Origen’s doctrine of pre-existent human souls had been 
generally..surrendered as heretical (from the times of Chrysos- 
tom, say 403,) the question was studied with much interest in 
the early Church. Tertullian, who seems first to have formally 
stated Adam’s federal headship, was also the advocate of the 
ex traduce theory. But it found few advocates among the Fath- 
ers, and was especially opposed, by those who had strong ten- 
dencies to what was afterwards called Pelagianism, as favouring 
original sin. Gregory of Nyssa seems to have been almost 
alone among the prominent Greek Fathers who held it. So 
perhaps did Ambrose among the Latins; but when Jerome 
asserts that the ex traduce view prevailed generally among the 
Western Christians, he was probably in error. Augustine, the 
great establisher of Original Sin, professed himself undecided 
about it, to the end. It may be said however, in general, that 
in history, the ex traduce theory has been thought more favour- 
able to original sin, and has been usually connected with it, till 
modern times; while Creationism was strenuously advocated by 
Pelagians. If the Traducian theory can be substantiated, it most . 
obviously presents the best explanation of the propagation of sin. 

I shall state the usual arguments, pro and con, indicating as 
I go along my judgment of their force. 

1. The Traducianists assert that by some inexplicable law 

Arouments of Tra- Of generation, though a true and proper one} 
ducianists — F ro m parents propagate souls, as truly as_ bodies ; 
sRoptare. and are thus the proper parents of the whole 
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persons of their children. They argue, from Scripture, that 
Gen. ii: 2states, “on the seventh day God ended the work 
which He had made, and He rested on the seventh day from 
all His work,” &c. Hence, they infer, God performs since, no 
proper work of immediate creation in this earth. This seems 
hardly valid; for the sense of the the text might seem satisfied 
ly the idea, that God now creates nothing new as to species. 
With a great deal more force, it is argued that in Gen.i: 25— 
28, God creates man in His own image, after His own likeness, 
which image is proved to be not corporeal at all, but in man’s 
spirituality, intelligence, immortality, and righteousness. In 
Gen. v: 3, “ Adam begat a son in his own likeness, after his 
image.” How could this be, if Adam’s parental agency did 
not produce the soul, in which alone this image inheres? 
Surely the image ‘and likeness is in the same aspects. See also 
Ps. li: 5; Job. xiv:4; Jno. iii:6, &c. The purity or impurity 
spoken of in all these passages is of the soul, and they must 
therefore imply the propagation of souls, when so expressly 
stating the propagation of impurity of soul. 

They also argue that popular opinion and common sense 
clearly regard the parents as parents of the 
whole person. The same thing is shown by 
the inheritance of mental peculiarities and 
family traits, which are often as marked as bodily. And this 
cannot be accounted for by education, because often seen where 
the parents did not live to rear the child; nor by the fact that 
the body with its animal appetites, in which the soul is encased, 
may be the true cause of the apparent hereditary likeness of 
souls; for the just theory is, that souls influence bodies in these 
things, not bodies souls; and besides, the traits of resemblance 
are often not only passional, but intellectual. Instances of con- 
genital lunacy suggest the same argument. Lunacy is plausi- 
bly explained as a loss of balance of soul, through the undue 
predominance of some one trait. Now, these cases of congen- 
ital lunacy are most frequently found in the offspring of cous- 
ins. The resemblance of traits in the parents being already 
great, “ breeding in and in’ makes the family trait too strong, 
and hence derangement. But the chief arguments from reason 
are: if God creates souls, as immediately as He created Adam’s 
or Gabriel, then they must have come from His hand morally 
pure, for God cannot create wickedness. How, then, can de- 
pravity be propagated? The Bible would be contradicted, which 
so clearly speaks of it as propagated ; and reason, which says that 
the attachment of a holy soul to a body cannot defile it, because 
a mere body has no moral character. Creationists answer: the 
federal relation instituted between Adam and the race, justifies 
God in ordaining it so that the connection of the young, im- 
mortal spirit with the body, and thus with a depraved race, 
shall be the occasion for its depravation, in consequence of 
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imputed sin. But the reply is, first, it is impossible to explain 
the federal relation, if the soul of each child (the soul alone is 
the true moral agent), had an antecedent holy existence, inde- 
pendent of a human father. Why is not that soul as independ- 
ent of Adam’s fall, thus far, as Gabriel was; and why is not the 
arrangement, which implicates him in it, just as arbritary as 
though Gabriel were tied to Adam’s fate? Moreover, if God’s 
act in plunging this pure spirit into an impure body is the im- 
mediate occasion of its becoming depraved, it comes very 
near to making God the author of its fall. Last: a mere body 
has no moral character, and to suppose it taints the soul is mere 
Gnosticism. Hence, it must be that the souls of children are 
the offsprings of their parents. The mode of that propagation 
is inscrutable; but this constitutes no disproof, because a hun- 
dred other indisputable operations natural of law are equally 
inscrutable; and especially in this case of spirits, where the 
natufe of the substance is inscrutable, we should expect the 
manner of its production to be so. 

2. On the other hand, the advocates of creation of souls 
argue mfromiusueh texts as 4 Heel. xii: 7% Is, 
Watenioue Fechixims eaineb.ciiy 07 whete our 
souls are spoken of as the special work of 
God. It is replied, and the reply seems to me sufficient, that 
the language of these passages ‘is sufficiently met, by recogniz- 
ing the fact that God’s power at first produced man’s soul im- 
mediately out of nothing, and in His own image; that the 
continued propagation of these souls is under laws which His 
Providence sustains and directs; and that this agency of God 
is claimed as an especial honour, (e. g. in Is. lvii : 16,) because 
human souls are the most noble part of God's earthly kingdom, 
being intelligent, moral, and capable of apprehending His 
glory. That this is the true sense of Eccl. xii: 7, and that it 
should not be strained any higher, appears thus: if the lan- 
guage proves that the soul of a man of our generation came 
immediately from God’s hand, like Adam’s, the antithesis would 
equally prove that our bodies came equally from the dust, as 
immediately as Adam’s. To all such passages as Is. lvii : 16; 
Zech. xii: 1, the above general considerations apply, and in 
addition, these facts: Our parents are often spoken of in Scrip- 
ture as authors of our existence likewise; and that in general 
terms, inclusive ;of,,the: spirit., ..Gen. oxlvi...26,).27.; Prov. xvii: 
2taxxihei24y issixlv.'s10.. Surely if, -one,ofathese classes, of 
texts may be so strained, the other may equally, and then we 
have texts directly contradicting texts. Again, God is called 
the Creator of the animals, Ps. civ : 30, and the adorner of the 
lilies, Matt. vi: 30; which are notoriously produced by propa- 
gation. In Heb. xii: 9, the pronoun in “ Father of our spirits,” 
is unauthorized. The meaning is simply the contrast between 
the general ideas of “earthly fathers,” and ‘‘ heavenly father.” 
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For if you make the latter clause, “ Father of spirits” mean 
Creator of our souls, then, by antithesis, the former should be 
read, fathers of our bodies; but this neither the apostle’s scope 
permits, nor the word od¢9¢ which does not usually mean, in his 
language, our bodies as opposed to our souls; but our natural, 
as opposed to our gracious condition of soul. : 

Again: Turrettin objects, that if Adam’s soul was created, 
and our’s propagated, we do not properly bear his image, 1 
Cor. xv: 49, nor are of his species. The obvious answer is, 
that by the same argument we could not be of the same cor- 
poreal species at all! Further, the very idea of species is a 
propagated identity of nature. But the strongest rational ob- 
jections are, that a generative process implies the separation of 
parts of the parent substances, and their aggregation into a 
new organism; whereas the souls of the parents, and that of 
the offspring are alike monads, indiscerptible, and uncom- 
pounded. Traducianism is therefore vehemently accused of 
materialist tendencies. It seems to me that all this is but an 
argumentum ad ignorantiam. Of course, spirits cannot be gen- 
erated by separation of substance and new compoundings. 
But whether processes of propagation may not be possible for 
spiritual substance which involve none of this, is the very ques- 
tion, which can be neither proved nor disproved by us, because. 
we do not comprehend the true substance of spirit. 

The opponents might have advanced a more formidable 
objection against Traducianism: and this is 
the true difficulty of the theory. In every 
case of the generation of organisms, there is 
no production of any really new substance by the creature- 
parents, but only a reorganizing of pre-existent particles. But 
we believe a soul is a spiritual atom, and is brought into exist- 
ence out of non-existence. Have human parents this highest 
creative power? With such difficulties besetting both sides, it 
will be best perhaps, to leave the subject as an insoluble mys- 
tery. What an ofprobrium to the pride of human philosophy, 
that it should be unable to answer the very first and nearest 
question as to its own origin! 

The humble mind may perhaps find its satisfaction in this 
Bible truth: That whatever may be the adjustment adopted for 
the respective shares of agency which the First Cause and 
second causes have in the origin of an immortal, human soul; 
this fact is certain (however unexplained) that parents and chil- 
dren are somehow united into one federal body by a true tie of 
race: that the tie does include the spiritual as well as the bod- 
ily substances: that it is doxa fide, and not fictitious or sup- 
posititious. See Confession of Faith, ch. vi, § 3. “ Root of all 
mankind.” Now, since we have no real cognition by percep- 
tion, of spiritual substance, but only know its acts and effects, 
we should not be surprised at our ignorance of the precise 
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agency of its production, and the way that agency acts. It 
may not be explained; and yet it may be true, that divine 
power, (in bringing substance out of zz/z/ into esse) and human 
causation may both act, in originating the being and propertics 
of the infant's soul! 

May not this insoluble question again teach us to appre- 
hend a great truth, which we are incompetent to comprehend ; 
that there is such a reality as spiritual generation, instanced in 
the eternal generation of the Word, in the infinite Spirit, and 
in the generation of human souls from the finite? The analogy 
must, indeed be partial, the lower instance being beneath the 
higher, as the heavens are lower than the earth. In the eternal 
generation, the generative spirit was sole; in the human, the 
parents are dual. Inthe former, the subsistence produced was 
not an individual numerically distinct from the producer, as in 
the latter. But it may be added, that familiar and fundamental 
as is our notion of our race unity, we know only in part what is 
connoted in it. It is possible that when “ we know even as also 
we are known,’ we shall find, that Adam’s creation “ in the image 
and likeness” of God has still another meaning, not appre- 
hended before; in that omnipotence endued man with a lower, 
though inscrutable form of that power by which the eternal 
Father forever generates the eternal Son. 


LECTURE XXVIII. 
ORIGINAL SIN.— Continued. 
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6. What is Original Sin? What is meant by total depravity? And does it affect 
the whole man, in all faculties and capacities ? 
Conf. of PaithichsiG, 18) 3. Cat: Qu. 18.) Turrettin, Loc. ix, Qu.8, 10, 11. 
Dick, Lect. 46, 47. Hill, bk. iv, ch. 1. Watson, Theo. Inst., ch. 18. Thorn- 
well, ‘Lect. 175 
Ri How is the existence of this total depravity proved, (a) from facts; (b) from 
Scripture? Are any of the secular virtues of the unrenewed genuine? 
Turrettin, Qu. Io. Dick and Hill as above. Edwards on Original Sin, pt. i, 
ch. 1, 2, pt. ii, ch. 2, 3, pt. iii, ch. 1, 2. Muller, Chr. Doc. of Sin, bk. iv, ch. 
I, 2. Dorner’s History of Protestant Theology, Vol. i, 3 2, ch. 1. 
8. Define and prove the imputation of the guilt of Adam’s first sin to his 
posterity. 
Turrettin, Qu. 9, 12, 15. Dick and Hill as above. Edwards on Onig. Sin., 
pt. ii, ch. 1, 4, pt. iii, ch. 1, 3. Wines’ ‘* Adam and Christ.’’ Dr. Wm. Cun- 
ningham’s Hist. Theol., ch. 19, 22. Knapp, ¢ 76. Watson as above. Cal- 
vin and Hodge on Rom. 5th. 


6 “THE sinfulness of that estate whereinto man fell, con- 
* sists of the guilt of Adam’s first sin, the want of orig- 
inal righteousness, and the corruption of his whole nature, 
which is commonly called original sin ; together with all actual 
transgressions which proceed from it.” 
21* 
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Here, as in the Larger Catechism, Original Sin (so called 
because native, and because the fountain of all other sin) is the 
general term, expressing both elements, of imputed guilt and 
total depravity. By many theologians it-is often used for the 
latter specially. I discuss the latter first. 

Turrettin asserts that this total depravity is not merely or 
negatively a carentia justitie originalis but 
positively, an active principle of evil. But 
this does not contradict the definition which 
represented the essence of sin as discrepancy from law. ‘The 
essential nature of virtue is, that it positively or affirmatively 
requires something; or makes a given state or act positively 
obligatory on the human heart. It admits no moral neutrality ; 
so that the simply not being, or not doing what God requires, 
is Sin.- But the soul is essentially active. Hence, it follows, 
that in a sinful state or act, the action or positivity of the sin is 
from the essential nature of the soul, its wrongness is from the 
mere absence of conformity to law. Depravity, as Pres. 
Edwards says, is a defective or privative quality ; yet it assumes 
a positive form. I would prefer to say that depravity is active 
as opposed to simple negation. That it is active, is proved by 
Turrettin from those texts which attribute effects to it, as bind- 
ing, deceiving, and slaying &c. Yet it is also important to dis- 
tinguish that it is, in its origin, privative, and not the infusion 
of some positive quality of evil into the soul; in order to 
acquit God of the charge of being author of sin. The Bible 
term, duoatia, suggests the arrow swerving from its proper target. 
The swerving is privative. But this arrow does not stand still, 
or lie in the quiver; it: flies, and perhaps with as much momen- 
tum and velocity, as the arrow which hits the mark. 

The same reason compels us to believe that native deprav- 
ity is not a substantial corruption of the soul ; 


Original Sin a posi- 
tive bent to wrong. 


But not a corruption 
ofthe Soul’ssubstance. ~ - 
its substance. For souls are, as to their sub- 


stance, what God made them; and His perfections ensure His 
not making anything that was not good. Nor is there any loss 
of any of the capacities or faculties, which make up the essen- 
“za of the soul. Man is, in these respects, essentially what his 
Creator made him. Hence depravity is, in the language of 
metaphysics, not an attribute, but accidens of the human soul 
now. This is further proved by the fact that Jesus Christ 
assumed our very nature, at His incarnation, without which He 
would not be our Mediator. But surely, He did not assume 
moral corruption! Last: Scripture clearly distinguishes be- 
tween sin and the soul, when they speak of it as defiling the 
soul, as easily besetting; Heb. xii: 1, 2, &c. If it be asked, 


what then, is native depravity: if it be neither a faculty, nor the 


privation of one, nor of the man’s essence, nor a change of sub- 
stance? I reply, it is a vicious “abitus which qualifies man’s 


i. e., does not change or destroy any part of | 


ee 
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active powers, i. e., his capacities of feeling and will. Although 
we may not be able to fully describe, yet we all know this idea 
of bents which naturally qualify the powers of action in all 
things. 
The Confession states that the first man “became wholly 
Depraviey Total defiled, in all the faculties and parts of soul 
i and body.” The seat of this vicious moral 
habitus is, of course, strictly speaking, in the moral propensi- 
ties. But since these give active direction to all the faculties 
and parts of soul and body, in actions that have any moral 
quality, it may be said that, by accommodation of language, 
they are all morally defiled. The conscience (the highest de- 
partment of rational intuitions) is not indeed destroyed; but 
its accuracy of verdict is greatly disturbed by evil desire, and 
the instinctive moral emotions which should accompany those 
verdicts, are so seared by neglect, as to seem practically 
feeble, or dead, for the time. The views of the understanding 
concerning all moral subjects are perverted by the wrong pro- 
pensions of the heart, so as to call good evil, and evil good. 
Thus “blindness of mind” on all moral subjects results. The 
memory becomes a store of corrupt images and recollections, 
and thus furnishes material for the imagination; defiling both. 
The corporeal appetites, being stimulated by the lusts of the 
soul, by a defiled memory and imagination, and by unbridled 
indulgence, become tyrannical and inordinate. And the bodily 
limbs and organs of sense are made servants of unrighteous- 
ness. Thus, what cannot be literally unholy is put to unholy 
uses. But when we thus discriminate the faculties, we must not 
forget the unity and simplicity of the spirit of man. It is a 
monad. And, as we do not conceive of it as regenerated or sanc- 
tified by patches; so neither do we regard it as depraved by 
patches. Original corruption is not, specifically, the perver- 
sion of a faculty in the soul, but of the soul itself. 
By saying that man’s native depravity is total, we do not 
In what sense total? Dy any means intend that conscience is de- 
Andareall natural vir- stroyed, for the mau’s guilt is evinced by this 
mapaions! very thing, that his heart prefers what con- 
science condemns. Nor do we mean that all menare alike bad, 
and all as bad as they can be. Nor do we mean to impugn the 
genuineness and disinterestedness of the social virtues and 
charities in the ungodly. Far be it from us to assert that all the 
vivic rectitude of an Aristides or Fabricius, all the charities of 
domestic love, all the nobleness of disinterested friendship 
among the worldly, are selfishness in disguise. But if it be 
allowed that many of these acts are of the true nature of virtue, 
how can man be called totaliy depraved? We mean, first, that 
as to the chief responsibility of the soul, to love God, every soul 
is totally recreant. No natural man has any true love for God 
as a spiritual, holy, true, good, and righteous Sovereign. But 
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this being the pre-eminent duty over all others in the aggre- 
gate, utter dereliction here, throws all smaller, partial virtues 
wholly into the shade. Second: while there is something of 
true virtue in many secular acts and feelings of the unrenewed, 
which deserves: the sincere approval and gratitude of fellow- 
men to them, as between man and man, there is in those same 
acts and feelings a fatal defect as to God, which places them on 
the wrong side of the moral dividing line. That defect is, that 
they are not prompted by any moral regard for God’s will requi- 
ring them. “God is not in all their thoughts.” Ps. x:4. Let 
any worldly man analyze his motives, and he will find that this 
is true of his best secular acts. But the supreme regard ought 
to be, in every act, the desire to please God. Hence, although, 
these secular virtues are much less wrong than their opposite 
vices, they are still, in God’s sight, short of right, and that in the 
most important particular. The deficiency of this carnal and 
social virtue receives a very practical illustration thus: The 
sphere of relation, in which the secular virtues of the unbe- 
lievers are practiced, is merely temporary. As children, hus- 
bands or wives, parents, neighbours, business men, they per- 
form many disinterested acts of moral form; being prompted 
thereto by natural, social principles. In the other world, all 
these relations are abolished. Where then will be the rectitude 
of persons, who, with all their social excellencies, had no godli- 
ness, when God is the only good, and the immediate object of 
duty and intercourse? 

But third, native depravity is total, in this sense; that it is, 
so far as man’s self-recuperation is concerned, decisive and — 
final. Original sin institutes a direct tendency to progressive, 
and at last, to utter depravity. In a word: it is spiritual death. 
Corporeal death may leave its victim more or less ghastly. A 
corpse may be little emaciated, still warm, still supple; it may 
still have a tinge of colour in the cheek and a smile on its 
lips: it may be still precious and beautiful in the eyes of those 
that loved it. But it is dead, and a loathsome putrefaction 
approaches, sooner or later. It is only a question of time. 

7. The proofs of a native and total depravity toward 
God, are unfortunately, so numerous, that little more can be 
attempted in one Lecture, than a statement of their heads. 
They may be grouped under the two heads of experience, and 
Scripture statements and facts. 

Adam’s sin reduced him to a total depravity, as has been 

Depravity of the Shown ina previous Lecture. But the great 
a ees ist, by law, which seems to reign throughout the 
aw of reproduction. vegetable and sentient universe, wherever a 
law of reproduction reigns, is that like shall beget like. And 
this appears to be confirmed by Gen. v: 3; Job xiv: 4. Whence 
Adam’s ruin would be a priori, a ground for expecting his pos- 
terity to be born depraved. There are indeed some, (as Dr. 
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Thornwell, Review of Breckinridge, January, 1858,) who deny 
that this law would naturally apply here, and attribute the result 
of Adam’s producing a sinful posterity, exclusively to the posi- 
tive, federal connection appointed for them. They urge, that 
the thing propagated by this natural law is the attributes of the 
species, not its accidents; that by this cause any other progeni- 
tor between us and our first father would be as much the source 
of our depravity as he; and that if the accident of Adam’s fall 
is propagated, so ought to be the regenerate nature produced in 
him, and in other progenitors, by grace. This is clearly against 
the Confessicn, ch. 6, § 3, and, it seems to me, against the texts 
quoted. It confounds accidents in the popular sense with acci- 
dens, in the sense of the Logician. Very true: aman who loses 
an arm by accident, does not propagate one-armed children. 
But in the other sense of the word, it will hardly be asserted 
that the red.colour of Devon cattle is an attribute, and not 
accidents of horned cattle, and the more refractory and savage 
temper of the wild boar an attribute of the species swine; yet 
both are propagated by this law of generation, As I have 
before said, the properties which define a species, whether 
attributes or accidents, are just those which are propagated in 
it; this is the very idea of species. And we may at least claim, 
that our progenitors, since Adam, have certainly been channels 
of transmission of depravity to us. Their agency herein was 
the same as Adam’s toward Seth. Regenerate character does 
not define the species man, as a species; and hence, is not 
propagated, especially as it is a character only incipient in the 
parents in this life. Chiefly, regenerate character is not propa- 
gated by parents, because it is now not a natural, but a super- 
natural property. 

We argue native depravity from the uniyersal sinfulness of 
man, as exhibited in fact. Premise, that the 
strength of this argument ought to be judged 
according to the tendencies which this prevalent ungodliness 
would exert, not as it is in fact, but as it would be, if unre- 
strained by the grace and providence of God. What then is 
the fact? We see all men, under all circumstances, do much 
that is wrong. We see the world full of wickedness, much of 
it enormous. We behold parents, masters, magistrates and 
teachers busy with multitudes of rules and laws, and a vast ap- 
paratus of prisons, police, armies, and penalties, striving with 
very indifferent success, to repress wickedness. It is no allevi- 
ation to this picture to say, that there are also many virtues in 
the world, and more correct people who leave no history, because 
- they quietly pursue a virtuous life, than of those who make a 
noise in the world by sin. For the majority of men are rela- 
tively wicked, taking the world over; and a truly honourable 
secular character, even, is the exception. Again: as we have 
seen, all these virtues contain a fatal defect, that of not being 


2nd. By Universal Sin. 
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performed for God’s honour and pleasure ; a defect so vital, that 
it throws any element of goodness as to man wholly into the - 
shade. Take the standard: ‘Thou shalt love the Lord thy 

God with all thy heart,” and it will be seen that the best natu- 
ral man in the world never comes up to it in any oneact. How 
then can he claim any good acts to balance against his bad ones, 
when there are none at all wholly inthe right scale? None that 
are in the right scale as to the most weighty particular. 

Again: the universal result of the growth of human beings 

3d. By early apostacy 18, that as soon as they are old enough to 
of children from the exhibit any moral qualities in intelligent 
right. action, they exhibit some wrong ones. And 
thenceforward, their doing some wrong things is a constant 
~ occurrence, not an occasional accident. Yea, more: infants, 
before they are old enough to understand their own evil tem- 
pers, show wicked tempers, selfishness, anger, spite, revenge. 
So testifies Scripture. Ps. lviii: 3; Gen. viii: 21. 

Once more, we find universally, a most obdurate blindness, 
stupidity, and opposition concerning the 
things of God. Rom. viii: 7. So averse 
are men to the spiritual service of God, that 
they all, if left to themselves, postpone and refuse it, against 
the dictates of reason and conscience, which they partially 
obey in other things, against motives absolutely infinite; and, 
such is the portentous power of this opposition, it overrides 
these motives and influences, usually, without a seeming struggle. 
This universal prevalence of sin has appeared in man’s history, 
in spite of great means for its prevention: not only by the legis- 
lation, &c., mentioned: but by chastisements, the Flood, reli- 
gious dispensations, miracles, theophanies, prophecies, and the 
incarnation of Christ Himself. 

Such is a fair and moderate picture of human experience. 
Scripture confirms it, asserting the universal 
and prevalent sinfulness of man. Gen. vi: 
5; 1.Kings' viii: 46; Eccl. vii20: Ps. cxilii; 125, Galymise25 
Rom, iti; 10718 ;. Jas.: ili; ly 2G;cEcel..ax shay ica mcs; disaNiye 
2586 POT SME Gs 

Now an effect requires a cause. Here is an effect, occur- 
ring under every variety of outward condi- 
tion and influences, universal, constantly re- 
curring, appearing immediately the time 
arrives in the human being’s life which permits it. There must 
be a universa] cause, and that, within the human being himself. 
We may not be able to comprehend exactly now a moral 
habitus subsists in an undeveloped reason and conscience; but 
we are just as sure, that there is an innate germinal cause, in 
the human being’s moral nature, for all these moral results, as 
we are that there is, in young apes, an innate cause why no 
nurture or outward circumstances will ever by any possibility 


4th. By opposition to 
God and Redemption. 


5th. By Scripture. 


Universal effects re- 
quire a cause. 


OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 327 


develope one of them into a Newton. This intuition is con- 
firmed by Scripture. Luke vi: 43-45, &c.: Ps. Iviii: 3, with 
verse 4. 

The universal prevalence of bodily death, with its pre- 
monitory ills, of bodily infirmity, a cursed 
ground, toil and hardship, show that man’s 
depravity is total and native. These ills are 
a part of the great threatening made against Adam, and when 
inflicted on him, it was in immediate connection with spiritual 
death. Why suppose them severed, in any other case? It is 
vain to say that these things are not now the curse of sin, buta 
wholesome chastisement and restraint, and thus a blessing in 
disguise ; for if man were not depraved, he would not need 
such a lesson. Why does not God see that Paradise is still 
man’s most wholesome state, as it was Adam’s? But from 
Gen. ii: 17, onward, death is always spoken of as a punishment 
for sin. Then, where death goes, sin must have gone. Rom. 
v:12; 1 Cor. xv; 22. Especially the death of infants proves 
it; because they cannot understand the disciplinary effects of 
suffering and death. See especially the cases of the infants of 
Sodom, of Canaan, of Jerusalem, in Ezek. ix: 6. Nor can it 
be said that infants die only by the imputed guilt of Adam’s 
sin; for imputed guilt and actual depravity are never found 
separated in the natural man. 

The fact that all need, and some of all classes are inter- 
ested in the redemption of Jesus Christ, 
proves that all have a sin of nature. For if 
they were not sinners, they would not be 
susceptible of redemption. Among the Redeemed are “elect 
infants dying in infancy,” as is proved by Luke xviii : 16; Matt. 
xxi: 16. But infants have no actual transgressions to be 
redeemed from! Socinians and Pelagians talk of a redemption 
in their case, which consists neither in an actual regeneration 
nor forgiveness, but in their resurrection, and their being 
endued with a gracious and assured blessedness. But this is a 
mere abuse of Scripture to speak of such a process as the 
redeeming work of Christ for any human being. For His very 
name and mission were from the fact that He was to save His 
people from their sins.~ Matt.i: 21; 1 Tim.i:15; Marki: 
17; Gal. ii: 21; iii: 21. Christ was sent to save men from 
perishing. Jno. iii: 16. His redemption is always by blood, 
because this typifies the atonement for sin. Sin is therefore 
co-extensive with redemption. 

Again; the application of this redemption in effectual call- 
ing is evidence of native depravity. In 
order that Christ may become ours, it is most 
repeatedly declared that we must be born again. This regen- 
eration is a radical and moral change, being not merely a 
change of purpose of life made by a volition, but a revolution 


6th. Argument from 
prevalence of the curse. 


7th. From need of 
Redemption. 


8th. From Regeneration. 
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of the propensities which prompt our purposes. This is proved 
by the names used to describe the change, a new birth, a new 
creation, a quickening from death, a resurrection, and from 
the Agent, which is not the truth, or motive, but almighty God. 
See Jno. iii: 5; Eph.i: 19 to ii: 10. Now, if man needs this 
moral renovation of nature, he must be naturally sinful. We 
find our Saviour Himself, Jno. iii: 5, 6, stating this very argu- 
ment. The context shows that Christ assigns the sixth verse 
as a ground or reason for the fifth, and not as an explana- 
tion of the difficulty suggested by Nicodemus in the fourth. 
Moreover, the word odv¢ means, by established Scripture usage, 
not the body, nor the natural human constitution considered 
merely as a nature, but man’s nature as depraved morally. 
Compare ‘Rom. vii: 14,18 ;\ viii 4,°7,98).9} 6 Coates. Gar 
v : 16-24; Gen. vi: 3. 

To this we may add, one of the meanings of circumcision 
and baptism was to symbolize this regeneration, (another, to 
represent cleansing from guilt by atonement.) Hence, sin is 
recognized in all to whom these sacraments are applied by 
divine command. And as both were given to infants, who had 
no intelligent acts of sin, it can only be explained by their 
having a sin of nature. | 

We have seen how the Bible asserts a universal sinfulness 
in practice, and how it sustained us in trac- 
ing that universal sin up to its source in a sin 
of nature. We close with a few specimens of other texts, 
which expressly assert original sin. Job xiv: 4; xv: 14-16; 
Prove xxigils ebssha eye pRyi-ss: 

The evasions to which the deniers of Original Sin are 
forced to resort, to escape these categorical assertions, are too 
numerous and contradictory to be recited or answered here. 
Let these texts be carefully studied in their scope and con- 
nection. 


One of these I will notice: It has been objected that the 
innocence of children seems to be asserted in such places as 
Ps. cvi : 383° Jonah’iv : 115° Fno. ix ? 32 ROm.Aax oat. Fee 
plain, that this is only a relative innocence. The sacred writers 
here recognize their freedom from the guilt of all actual trans- 
gression, and their harmlessness towards their fellow men dur- 
ing this helpless age. This, together with their engaging 
simplicity, dependence, and infantile graces, has made them 
types of innocence in all languages. And this is all the 
Scriptures mean. 


The Hebrew word 3Y/fj and the Greek, doyifopuore both 
caer 


pitt: mean primarily to think, then to deem or 
. Imputation de- . : ; : 
fined, judge, then to impute or attribute. In this 

sense the former occurs in Ps. xxxii: 2; and 
the latter in Rom. iv : 6-8, as its translation. See also 2 Sam. 


9th. Scripture proofs. 
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xix: 19; 2 Cor.v:i1g9; Gal. ili: 6; Jas. ii: 23. Without going 
at this time into the vexed question, whether anything is ever 
said in Scripture to be imputed to any other than its own 
agent, I would define, that it is not Adam’s sin which is imputed 
to us, but the guilt (obligation to punishment) of his first sin. 
This much misunderstood doctrine does not teach that Adam's 
act was actually made ours. This consciousness repudiates. 
We know that we personally did not will it. Nor does it mean 
that we are to feel personally defiled and blameworthy, with 
the vileness and demerit of Adam’s sin. For us to undertake 
to repent of it in this sense, would be as preposterous as for us 
to feel self-complacency for the excellence of Christ’s right- 
eousness imputed to us. But we are so associated with Adam 
in the legal consequences of the sin which closed his probation, 
and ours in his, that we are treated as he is, on account of his 
act. The grounds of this legal union we hold to be two; Ist 
the natural union with him as the root of all mankind; 2d the 
federal relation instituted in him, by God’s covenant with him. 
Now, we do not say that the Scriptures anywhere use the par- 
ticular phrase, the guilt of Adam’s sin was imputed to us; but 
we claim that the truth is clearly implied in the transactions as 
they actually occurred, and is substantially taught in other 
parts of Scripture. 

If Adam came under the covenant of works as a public 
person, and acted there, not for himself 
alone, but for his posterity federally, this 
implies the imputation of the legal consequences of his act to 
them. The proof that Adam was a federal head, in all these 
acts, is clear as can be, from so compendious a narrative. See 
Gen. i: 22, 28; iii: 15 to 19; ix: 3. In the dominion assigned 
man over the beasts, in the injunction to multiply, in the privil- 
ege of eating the fruits of the earth, in the hallowing of the 
Sabbath, God spoke seemingly only to the first pair; but His 
words indisputably applied as well to their posterity. So we 
infer, they are included in the threat of death for disobedience, 
and the implied promise of Ch. ii: 17. To see the force of this 
inference, remember that it is the established style of Genesis. 
Ree Ai ary aye 7? vir T2; xviilt-205%in each ease the 
patriarch stands for himself and his posterity, in the meaning 
of the promise. But this is more manifest in Gen. iii : 15-19 
where God proceeds te pass sentence according to the threat 
of the broken Covenant. The serpent is tobe at war with the 
woman’s seed. The ground is cursed for Adam’s sin. Does 
not this curse affect his posterity, just as it did him? See Gen. 
v:29: He is to eat his bread in the sweat of his face. Does 
not this pass over to his posterity? The woman has her pecul- 
iar punishment, shared equally by all her daughters. And in 
the closing sentence, death to death, we all read the doom of 
our mortality. So plain is all this, that even Pelagians have 
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allowed that God acted here judicially. But Adam’s posterity 
is included in the judgment. No better description of impu- 
tation need be required. 

A presumption in favour of this solution is raised by a 
number of facts in God’s providence. He 
usually connects the people and their head, 
the children and parents, in the consequences 
of the representative’s conduct. Wherever there is such a 
political union, this follows. Nor is the consent of the persons 
represented always obtained, to justify the proceeding. Instan- 
ces may be found in the decalogue, Exod. xx: 5, the deliver- 
ance of Rahab’s house by her faith, Josh. vi: 25; the destruc- 
tion of Achan’s by his sin, Josh. vii : 24, 25; of the posterity 
of Amalek for the sins of their forefathers, 1 Sam. xv: 2; of 
Saul’s descendants for his breach of covenant with the Gibeon- 
ites, 2 Sam. xxi: I-g; of the house of Jeroboam, 1 Kings xiv: 
g, 10; and of the generation of Jews cotemporary with Christ, 
Matt. xxiii: 35. So, nations are chastised with their rulers, 
children with their parents. It is not asserted that the case of 
Adam and his posterity is exactly similar; but cases bearing 
some resemblance to its principles show that it is not unreason- 
able; and since God actually orders a multitude of such cases, 
and yet cannot do wrong, they cannot contain the natural 
injustice which has been charged upon Adam’s case. | 

The explanation presented by the doctrine of imputation 
is demanded by the mere facts of the case, 
as they are admitted by all except Pelagians 
and Socinians. Man’s is a spiritually dead 
and a condemned race. See Eph. ii: 1-5, e¢ passim. He is 
obviously under a curse for something, from the beginning of 
his life. Witness the native depravity of infants, and their 
inheritance of woe and death. Now, either man was tried and 
fell in Adam, or he has been condemned without a trial. He 
is either under the curse (as it rests on him at the beginning 
of his existence) for Adam’s guilt, or for no guilt at all. Judge 
which is most honorable to God, a doctrine which, although a 
profound mystery, represents Him as giving man an equita- 
ble and most favoured probation in His federal head; or that 
which makes God condemn him untried, and even before he 
exists. 

Note here, that the lower Arminian view, in making man’s 

Not to be accounted fallen state by nature a mere result of the 
for by mere law of ree law: “Like must beget like,” does not 
production. relieve the case. For who ordained that law? 
Who placed the human race under it, as to their spirits as well 
as their body? Was not God able to endue a race with a law 
of generation which should be different in this particular, or to 
continue the race of man by some other plan, as successive 
creations? The very act of God, in ordaining this law for man 


Imputation confirm- 
ed by Experience. 


Imputation implied 
in man’s estate. 
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whom He purposed to permit to fall, was virtually to ordain a 
federal connection between Adam and his race, and to decide 
beforehand the virtual imputation of his guilt to them. For 
man is not a vegetable, nor a mere animal; but a rational, 
responsible person. The results of this law of reproduction 
prove to be, in the case of Adam and his posterity, just such 
as, when applied to rational agents, are penal. Now, the ques- 
tion is: Why does God subject souls, which have a personal 
liberty and destiny, to the dominion of a law which we see, in 
its other instances, merely vegetative and animal? This is the 
moral problem. It is no solution to say, that the case is such. 
To say this is only to obtrude the difficulty as the solution. If 
then, this extension of the law of reproduction was not a 
righteous, judicial one and based on the guilt of Adam, it was an 
arbitrary one, having no foundation in justice. 

But the great Bible argument for the imputation of 
Adam's sin, is the parallel drawn between 
Adam and Christ, in 1 Cor. xv : 21, 22, 45- 
49, and Rom. v: 12-19. The latter of these 
passages, especially has been the peculiar subject of exegetical 
tortures. See, for scheme of immediate imputationists, Hodge 
on Rom.; of moderate Calvinists, Baird, Elohim Rev., Chap. 
xiv., and Calvin zz foco. I shall not go over the expository 
arguments, for time forbids; and they are rather the appropri- 
ate business of another department; but shall content myself 
with stating the doctrinal results, which, as I conceive, are 
clearly established. Jn 1 Cor. xv: Adam and Christ are com- 
pared, as the first and the second Adam. In almost every thing 
they are contrasted; the one earthy, the other heavenly; the 
one source of death, the other of life; yet they have some- 
thing in common. What can this be, except their representa- 
tive characters? In verse 22, Adam is somehow connected 
with the death of his confederated body; and Christ is simi- 
larly (Wozeo ... o¥tw) connected with the life of his. But Christ 
redeems His people by the imputation to them of His right- 
eousness. -Must not Adam have ruined his, by the imputation 
to them of his guilt? 

In Rom. v : 12-19, it is agreed by all Calvinistic interpre- 
ters that the thing illustrated is justification 
through faith, which is the great doctrine of 
the Epistle to Romans, denied at that time 
by Jews. The thing used for illustration is Adam’s federal 
headship and our sin and death in him, more generally admit- 
ted by Jews. The passage is founded on the idea of verse 14, 
that Adam is the figure (ruzoc) of Christ. And obviously, a 
comparison is begun in verse 12, which is suspended by paren- 
thetic matter until verse 18, and there resumed and completed. 
The amount of this comparison is indisputably this: that like 
as we fell in Adam, we are justified in Christ. Hence our gen- 
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eral argument for imputation of Adam’s sin; because justifica- 
tion is notoriously by imputation. 

2. It is asserted verse 12, and proved vs. 13, 14, that all 
men sinned and were condemned in Adam; death, the estab- 
lished penalty of sin, passing upon them through his sin, as is 
proved, verse 14, by the death of those who had no actual 
transgression of their own. 

3. The very exceptions of vs. 15-17, where the points are 
stated in which the resemblance does not hold, show that 
Adam’s sin is imputed. Our federal union with Adam, says 
the Apostle, resulted in condemnation and death with Christ in 
abounding grace. In the former case, one sin condemned all; 
in the latter, one man’s righteousness justifies all. The very 
exceptions show that men are condemned for Adam’s sin. 

4. In vs. 18, 19, the comparison is resumed and completed; 
and it is most emphatically stated that, as in Christ many are 
constituted righteous, so in Adam many were constituted sin- 
ners. Scriptural usage of the phrase zavcornvae dicxacoe, and 
what is taught of the nature of our justification in Christ, 
together with the usage of the phrase dca:wow Cwi¢, verse 18, 
by which it is defined, prove that it is a forensic change which 
is implied. Then it follows that likewise our legal relations 
were determined by Adam. This is imputation. 


LECTURE XXIX. 


ORIGINAL SIN.—Concluded. 


SYLLABUS. 


9. Refute the evasions of the Pelagians and others from the argument for native 
depravity. 
Turrettin, Loc. ix, Qu. 10. Edwards on Orig. Sin, pt. i, ch. 1, 2 9. 
10. Answer the objections to imputation, (a) from the Scriptures, as Deut. xxiv : 
16, and Ezek. xviii: 20; (b) froma the absence of consent by us to Adam’s represen- 
tation; (c) from its supposed injustice; (d) from God’s goodness. 
Turrettin, Qu. 9. Edwards, pt. iv. Stapfer, Pol. Theol., Vol. iv, ch. 17, 3 78. 
‘Thornwell, Lect. 13. Knapp, 3 76. Hodge, Theol., pt. ii, ch. 8, 3 13. 
11. Explain the theories of Mediate and Immediate Imputation and show the 
correct view. 
Turrettin, Qu. 9. Edwards, pt. iv, ch. 3. Stapfer, Pol. Theol., Vol. i, ch. 3, 
@ 856-7; Vol. iv. ch. 16, and as above. South. Presb. Rev., April, 1873, Art. 
i, and April, 1875, Art. 6. Breckinridge’s Theol., Vol. i, ch. 32. Review of 
Dr. Thornwell’s Collected Works, Vol. i, p. 445, &c. Hodge, pt. ii, ch. 8. 
Baird’s Elohim Revealed, ch. 14. Calv. Inst., bk. i, ch. 2, and Com. on Rom. 
vy. Chalmers’ Theo. Institutes. Princeton Review, 1830, pp. 481-503. 
12. What the importance of the doctrine of Original Sin, from its connections 
with the other doctrines of Redemption? 


WE now group together the usual objections advanced 
Q. by opponents against our argument for native depravity. 
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It is urged, if the sinning of men now proves they have 
Obfeetens native depravity, Adam's sinning would prove 
Adam sinned; but that he had; since the generality of an effect 
was not originally cor- does not alter its nature. I reply, the soph- 
WP ism is in veiling Adam’s continued and hab- 
itual sinning, after he fell, with the first sin, by which he fell. 
Did we only observe Adam’s habit of sinning, without having 
known him from his origin, the natural and reasonable induc- 
tion, so far as human reason could go, would be, that he was 
originally depraved. But the proof would be incomplete, 
because our observation did’ not trace this habit up, as we do in 
the case of infants, to the origin of his existence. It is revela- 
tion which informs us how Adam became a habitual sinner, 
not inference. But if Adam’s first sin be compared with his 
descendant’s perpetual sins, the difference is, that an occaional 
effect requires an occasional cause; but a constant effect 
requires a constant cause. 

Some Pelagians say, a self-determined, contingent will, is 
enough to account forall men’ssinning. We reply: how comes 
a contingent force to produce always uniform effects? If a die, 
when thrown, falls in various ways, its falling is contingent. But 
if it always fall the same way, every gambler knows it is loaded. 

Pelagians offer the general power of an evil example, as 

le rl the sufficient explanation why all men grow 
account forit? » ~=so UP-_—sSimners. Calvinists answer. (a). How 
comes it that the example is universally evil ? 
This itself is the effect to be accounted for. (b). If there were no 
innate tendency to evil, a bad example would usually repel and 
disgust the holy soul. (c). All young immortals have not been 
subjected to an equally bad example ; witness the. godly fam- 
ilies of Adam, Seth, Noah, Abraham, and the pious now, and 
above all, the spotless example of Jesus Christ. If the power 
of example were the decisive cause, these good examples (not 
perfect, but,) approximating thereto, would sometimes have 
produced an efficient upward tendency in some families. 

Some say: Sense developes before reason; and thus 
the child is betrayed under the power of ap- 
petite, before its moral faculties are strong 
enough to guide him. I answer, mere ani- 
mal appetite, without moral element, has no moral quality ; 
it is the heart which gives the evil element to bodily appetite, 
not vice versa. But chiefly; we show that the result is uniform 
and certain: whence it would be the efficient result of God's 
natural law; which makes it more obnoxious to the charge of 
making God the author of sin, than the Calvinistic theory. 

Against the other element of original sin, the imputed 
guilt of Adam’s first sin, it is also objected, 
that it cannot be true: for then God will 
appear to have acted with equal severity 
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against poor helpless babes,’ who, on the Calvinist’s theory, 
have no guilt except total depravity never yet expressed ina 
single overt act against His law; and against Adam, the volun- 
tary sinner: and Satan and his angels. We reply, No. All 
infinites are not equal. Paschal and Sir Isaac Newton have 
shown, that of two true infinites one may be infinitely larger 
than another. If the infant, Adam, and Satan, be all punished 
eternally, they will not be punished equally. Further; has it 
been proved that any infants who die in infancy, (without 
overt sin), are eternally lost? The question however is: are 
infants depraved by nature? And is this tendency of will 
to evil, morally evil? Then God is entitled to punish it as it 
deserves. 
A Scriptural objection is raised, from such passages-as 
Tae Deut. xxiv: 16. It is urged with great con- 
geaehres tt from fdence, that here, the principle on which 
Calvinists represent God as acting, (God the 
pure and good Father in Heaven,) is seen to be so utterly 
wicked, that imperfect human magistrates are forbidden to prac- 
tice on it. I reply; it is by no means true that an act would be 
wicked in God, because it would be wicked in man. e. g. 
Man may not kill; God righteously kills millions every year. 
But second: the object of civil government is very different 
from that of God’s government. The civil magistrate does not 
punish sin in order to requite absolutely its ill-desert, (this is 
the function of God alone,) but to preserve the public order 
and well-being, by making an example of criminals. Now, of 
that element of guilt against society, the children of the mur- 
derer or thief are clear; for the magistrate to shed their blood 
for this, would be to shed innocent blood: i. e., innocent as to 
that element of guilt which it is the civil magistrate’s business 
to punish. Here, let it be noted, the punishment of Achan’s, 
Saul’s, &c., children, for their fathers, was the act of God, not 
the magistrate. The cases were exceptional. 
Again: it is urged with much clamour, that in Ezek. xviii: 
Objections from 1-23, God expressly repudiates the scheme 
Ezek. xviii: 1-23 an- of imputation of fathers’ sins to their poster- . 
meted: ity, for Himself, as well as for magistrates ; 
and declares this as the great law of His kingdom: ‘“ The soul 
that sinneth, it shall die.’ We reply: He does not mean to 
disclaim the imputation of Adam’s sin to the human race. For 
first: He does not mean here, to disclaim all principles of im- 
putation in His Providence even as to parents and posterity 
subsequent to Adam. If you force this sense on His 
words, all you get by it is an irreconcilable collision between 
this passage and Exod. xx: 5, and obvious facts in His provi- 
dence. Second, if it were true universally of human parents 
subsequent to Adam, it would not follow as to Adam’s first 
sin. For there is a clear distinction between that act of Adam, 
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and all the sins of other parents. He alone was a federal head 
in a Covenant of works. The moment he fell, by that act, the 
race fell in him, and its apostasy was effected; the thing was 
done; and could not be done over. From that hour, a Cove- 
nant of works became inapplicable to man, and neither parents 
nor children, for themselves, nor for each other, have had any 
probation under it. So that the case is widely different, 
between Adam in his first sin, and all other parents in their 
sin. Third: the Covenant to which this whole passage has ref- 
erence was, not the old Covenant of works, whose probation 
was forever past, but the political, theocratic Covenant between 
God and Israel. Israel, as a commonwealth, was now suffering 
under providential penalties, for the breach of that political 
covenant exactly according to the terms of the threatenings, 
(See Deut. xxviii). But although that was indisputable, the 
banished Jews still consoled their pride by saying, that it was 
their fathers’ breach of the national Covenant for which they 
were suffering. In this plea God meets them: and tells them 
it was false: for the terms of the theocracy were such that the 
covenant-breaking of the father would never be visited under 
it on the son who thoroughly disapproved of it, and acted in 
the opposite way. How far is this from touching the subject of 
Original Sin? But last: we might grant that the passage did 
refer to original sin: and still refute the objector thus: God 
says the son who truly disapproves of and reverses his father’s 
practices, shall live. Show us now, a child of Adam who ful- 
fills this condition, in his own strength; and we will allow that 
the guilt of Adam’s sin has not affected him. 
In defending the federal relationship instituted between 
Adam’s Representa- ‘dam and his posterity against the charge of 
tion ahumanearrange- cruelty, let it be distinctly understood, that 
men’ we do not aim to justify the equity of the 
arrangement merely by the plea that it was a benevolent one, 
and calculated to promote the creature’s advantage. For if it 
were -an arrangement intrinsically unrighteous, it would be no 
sufficient answer to say, that it was politic and kindly. God 
does not “do evil, that good may come;”’ nor hold that “the 
end sanctifies the means.” But still, we claim that, as the sep- 
arate charge of cruelty, or harshness, is urged against this fed- 
eral arrangement, we can triumphantly meet it, and show that 
the arrangement was eminently benevolent; thus reconciling it 
to the divine attribute of goodness, so far as that is concerned 
in it. .And further: while the benevolence of an arrangement 
may not be a sufficient justification of its righteousness, yet it 
evidently helps to palliate the charge of injustice, and to raise a 
presumption in favor of the equity of the preceeding. If there 
were injustice in such a transaction, one element of it must be 
that it was mischievous to the happiness of the parties. 
The federal relation, then, was consistent with God’s good- 
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Its benevolence ness. Let the student remember what was 
proved by Compari- established concerning the natural rights and 
oe relations of a holy creature towards his Cre- 
ator. The former could never earn a claim, by natural justice, 
to any more than this: to be well treated to the extent of his 
natural well-being merely, as long as he behaves himself per- 
fectly, or until God should see fit to annihilate him. If God 
condescended to any fuller communications of happiness, or to 
give. any promise of eternal life, it must be by an act of free 
grace. And the covenant of works was such an act of grace. 
Now, a race of men being created, holy and happy, there were, 
as far as the human mind can imagine, but four plans possible 
for them. One was, to be left under their natural relation to 
God forever. The second was, to have thé gracious offer of a 
covenant of works, under which each one should stand for 
himself, and a successful probation of some limited period, 
(suppose 70 years,) be kindly accepted by God for his justifica- 
tion, and adoption into eternal life. The third was, for God 
to enter into such a covenant of works, for a limited period, 
with the head of the race federally, for himself and his race, so 
that if he stood the limited probation, justification and adoption 
should be graciously bestowed on him, and in him, on all the 
race; and if he failed, all should be condemned in him. The 
last was the plan actually chosen: Let us compare them, and 
see if itis not far the most benevolent of the three. 

The first plan, I assert, would have resulted, sooner or 
later, in the sin and fall of every member of the race, and that, 
with a moral certainty. (This may be the reason that God has 
condescended to a Covenant with each order of rational 
creatures after creating them). For creatures, no matter how 
holy, are finite, in all their faculties and habitudes. But, in 
an existence under law, i. e., under duty, requiring perpetual 
and perfect obedience, and protracted to immortality, the num- 
ber and variety of exegencies or moral trials, would become 
infinite; and therefore the chance of error, in the passage of a 
finite holiness through them, would become ultimately a most 
violent probability; mounting nearer and nearer to a moral cer- 
tainty. Whenever sin occurred, the mere natural relation of the 
soul to God would require Him to avenge it. Thus one after 
another would stumble, till ultimately all were lost. Were inno- 
cent creatures thus required to sustain and guide themselves, 
as they moved in their exact orbits around the throne of God: 
one after another would, in the lapse of an eternity, forsake the 
path, increase his centrifugal force, and fly off into outer dark- 
ness; leaving God at last, a sun without a planet. This plan 
would have been least benevolent. 

But suppose each man allowed the privilege of a Covenant 
of works, for some limited time, to win the grace of adoption 
unto life by a perfect obedience for, say, 70 years, and begin- 


i 


OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 337 


ning his probation with a perfectly innocent nature. How 
would that work? Why: have we not here, the very state of 
the case which Socinians and Pelagians say, actually prevails? 
Let man’s experience then, even as interpreted by these heretics, 
give the answer how it works. Do they not admit that, by vir- 
tue of evil example, nearly all fall? Can they deny that the 
earth is full of misery and wickedness; and that none remain 
absolutely innocent? If then, our present state were consist- 
ently interpreted as a probation under a Covenant of works, in 
which any sin forfeits the prize; if Pelagians would be con- 
sistent, and not introduce the preposterous idea of pardon 
under such a plan, where it has no place; even they would be 
compelled to admit that this second scheme does actually result 
in a total failure. Under it, all are destroyed. It too, then has 
as little beneficence as the first. This, I grant, is an argumen- 
tum ad hominem; but it isa just one. But we might leave the 
Pelagian’s premises, and still reason, that the second scheme 
would only result in death. The actual failure of the first man’s 
probation settles the question as to him. The next would have 
had the same chances of fall, aggravated by the evil example 
and enticements of the first; and soon, the current of evil would 
have become so general that all would go with it. 
Let us come to the third plan. Is it said, that practically, 
Advantage of Cove. all have died under that also, so that it is 
nant of Works, with a just on a par with the other two? I answer, 
INET Ne no; because the probabilities of a favour- 
able issue were as great as could well be imagined, compatibly 
with leaving the creature mutable at all. For, instead of having 
a. risque repeated millions of times, under circumstances increas- 
ingly untoward, only one risque was permitted. And this was 
under the most favourable possible conditions. The probationer 
had no human bad company; he was in the maturity of his 
powers and knowledge; whereas his posterity would have had 
to begin their trial in their inexperienced boyhood. He had the 
noblest motives to stand, imaginable. Had the probation re- 
sulted favourably, so that we had all entered existence assured 
against sin and misery, and the adopted heirs of eternal life, 
howshould we have magnified the goodness of God in the dis- 
pensation? The grace bestowed through the first Adam, would 
have been only second in its glory, to that we now adore in the 
second! Now, the failure was not God’s fault; His goodness 
is just the same in the plan, as though it had eventuated well. 
It is no objection to say, that God foreknew, all the while, how 
unfortunately it would eventuate, and even determined to per- 
mit it. For this objection is no other than the one against the 
permission of evil; which no one can solve. It is but to restate 
the question: Why did not God just communicate Himself at 
once to every reasonable creature, so as absolutely to confirm 
His will against sin, without proposing any covenant, or proba- 
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tion at all? There is no answer, but Matt. xi: 26. This plan, 
the fourth and only other, being excluded, as stubborn fact 
proves it was, the federal arrangement made with Adam for his 
posterity, was the most liberal one. 

But the grand objection of all Pelagians and skeptics, is 

still repeated: How can it be justice, for 

Objection against jus- me who gave no consent to the federal ar- 

tice of imputation. 

rangement, for me, who was not present 
when Adam sinned, and took no share in it, save in a sense purely © 
fictitious and imaginary, to be so terribly punished for another 
man’s deed. This is nothing else than the intrinsic injustice of 
punishing an innocent man for the fault of the guilty. As well — 
might God have gotten up a legal fiction of a federal relation 
between Gabriel and Satan, and when the latter sinned, dragged 
Gabriel down, innocent, and even ignorant of any crime, to 
hell. Against such a plan, the moral instincts of man rebel. It 
is simply impossible that they should accept it as righteous. 

I have thus stated this objection in its full force. So faras 

The several angwers. Lamm” aware; ‘there have Ween eve seer sret 

The Wesleyan is in- expedients proposed for meeting it. “1. The 
adequate Wesleyan says: the injustice would appear, 
if it were not remedied in the second Adam, in whom the impu- 
tation of Adam’s guilt and original sin are so far repaired, as to 
give common sufficient grace to every child of Adam. ‘So that 
the two dispensations ought to be viewed together; and what is 
harsh:in one will be compensated in the other. This is inad- 
missible for many reasons; chiefly because there is no common 
sufficient grace ; and because if this solution be adopted, then 
the gospel will be of debt, and not of grace. 

We find President Edwards endeavoring to evade the 
objection, by asserting that our federal one- 
ness with Adam is no more arbitrary, in that 
it was constituted by God’s faz, than our 
own personal identity: for that also is constituted only by 
God’s institution. If it be asked why it is just that I should 
be punished to-day, for a sin committed last year, our moral in- 
stincts answer: Because I am the same person who sinned. But 
the Pelagian objection urges that we are not one with Adam in 
any real sense, and therefore cannot be justly made guilty for 
Adam’s sin. But, says Edwards: “ What is personal identity ; 
and is it any less arbitrary than our federal identity with 
Adam?’ He answers: In no wise. Because our existence is 
dependent and successive. Its sustentation is a perpetual 
recreation. Its succession is a series of moments, of which one 
moment’s existence does not cause or produce a succeeding 
moment’s, not being coexistent with it, as cause and effect must 
always be. Hence, our continued identity i is nothing else than 
a result of the will of God, sovereignly ordaining to restore our 
existence out of zzhzl, by a perpetual recreation, at the begin- 
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ning of each new moment, and to cause in us a consciousness 
which seems to give sameness. I will venture the opinion that 
no man, not Edwards himself, ever satisfied himself, by this 
argument, that his being had not a true, intrinsic continuity, and 
a real, necessary identity, in itself. And it may usually be con- 
cluded, that when any scientific hypothesis conflicts thus with 
universal common sense, it is sophistical. In this case, a more 
correct Metaphysics has justified common sense. Our belief 
in our own identity is not derived from our remembered con- 
sciousness, but implied in it. Belief in identity is an a priori, 
and necessary conception. If it be not accepted as valid, there 
is no valid law of thought at all. When I speak of the I, a 
true and intrinsic continuity of being is necessarily implied. 
Nor is it true that because the moments of successive time are 
not connected, therefore the existence which we necessarily 
conceive of .as flowing on in time, is disconnected in its momenta. 
We have seen that the notion of a perpetual recreation in the 
providential support of dependent being is unproved. Hence 
we repudiate this Edwardean speculation as worthless, and con- 
tradicted by our own intuitions. 
Another attempt is made to establish a feel identity of 
Adam’s posterity with him, so as to lay a 
dnceeee) S. J. Baird's seeming basis for the imputation, by a class 
of theologians represented by Dr.S. J. Baird's 
“Elohim Revealed,” who claim St. Augustine as of their 
party. They say, we are made guilty of Adam’s sin, because 
‘we sinned in him and fell with him,” not merely in a putative 
and federal sense, but really and truly. Thus we are involved 
in a true and proper responsibility for the sin of Adam, because 
we were actually in him seminally, as our root. They teach 
that we become sinners in him, because the Nature sinned in 
him, and became guilty in him, as well as depraved; and this 
nature we have. Our nature they define to be that aggregate 
of forces, or attributes which constitute the human race what it 
is; and this, they hold, is not an abstraction when regarded dis- 
tinctly from all individual men, but an objective sae not 
indeed a substance, yet an entity. This nature, which thus sin- 
ned, and became euilty and depraved in Adam’s act, is trans- 
ferred as a real germ, to every human being from him ; and hence 
depravity and guilt go along. This theory, while not exactly 
medizval Realism, is certainly something near akin to it; and 
the objections are of the same kind. That the phrase, human 
nature, expresses anything more than a complex conception of 
our thought, when abstracted from any one and every one human 
person, is untrue. This nature, they say, is the aggregate of 
all the forces which characterize man as man. But have those 
forces, each one, separate existence, as abstracted from all the 
individual men whom they characterize? Has the attribute of 
risibility, e. g. separate existence ftom each and every risible 
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being? Obviously not. How then can the aggregate of these 
attributes? Again: we cannot attach the idea of sin, morality, 
responsibility, and guilt to anything but a personal being. If 
the nature, along with which the depravity and responsibility 
are transmitted, has not personality, the theory does not help 
us at all. But if you give it personality, have you not gotten 
back to the common soul of Averroes, the half-way house 
of Pantheism? Third: if the imputation of Adam’s guilt is 
grounded solely on the fact that the nature we bear sinned and 
was corrupted in him, must it not follow that Christ’s human 
nature is also corrupt, inasmuch as it was made guilty? And 
indeed is not our obeying and atoning in Him, through the com- 
munity of the nature that obeyed and atoned, precisely as real 
and intrinsic, as our sinning and corrupting ourselves in Adam? 
For these reasons, we must reject this explanation as untrue, if 
anything more be meant by it, than a strong way of stating the 
vital truth, that imputation is partly grounded on the fact Adam 
was the natural head of the race. | 

The fourth solution attempted for the great objection, 
brings us to the 11th question: the scheme 
of mediate imputation. The author and his- 
tory of this are sufficiently stated by Turret- 
tin. Placzeus said that the imputation of Adam’s sin was only 
mediate, and consequent upon our participation in total native 
depravity, which we derive by the great law, that like begets 
like. We, being thus depraved by nature, and, so to speak, 
' endorsing his sin, by exhibiting the same spirit and committing 
similar acts, it is just in God to implicate us in the same pun- 
ishments. 

Let it be remarked, first, that the charge made in the 
National Synod of Charenton, was, that Placazus had denied 
all imputation of Adam’s guilt, and had made original sin con- 
sist exclusively in subjective depravity. This is precisely what 
the Synod condemned. It was to evade this censure, that he 
invented the distinction between an “antecedent and immedi- 
ate imputation” of Adam’s guilt, which he denied, and a 
“mediate and subsequent imputation,” which he professed to 
hold. It appears then, that this invention was no part of the 
theology, of the Reformed churches, and had never been heard 
of before. So thought Dr. A. Alexander, (Princeton Review, 
Oct. 1839.) The distinction seems to have been a ruse 
designed to shelter himself from censure, and to lay a snare for 
his accusers. It was unfortunate that they, like his chief oppo- 
nent, Andrew Rivet, fell into it, by advocating the “antecedent 
and immediate imputation,” as the only true view. It does not 
appear to me that those who, with Rivet, have laboured to 
show that this is the doctrine of the Reformed Symbols, have 
at all proved their point. The distinction is, like that of the 
Supralapsarian and Infralapsarian, an attempted over-refine- 
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ment, which should never have been made, which explained 
nothing, and whose corollaries increased the difficulties of the 
subject. 

Turrettin, and those who assert the “antecedent immedi- 
ate imputation,” charge that the scheme of Placzeus is only 
Arminianism in disguise, and that it really leaves no imputa- 
tion of Adam’s guilt at all; inasmuch as they say it leaves the 
personal guilt of the child’s own subjective corruption, as the 
real ground of all the penal infliction incurred by original sin. 
While these objections seem just in part, I would add two 
ethers: . First..,;Placzeus, like: the.,lower: Arminian; seems. to 
offer the fact that God should have extended the law “like begets 
like,” to man’s moral nature, as an explanatron of original sin. 
This, as I urged before, is only obtruding the fact itself as 
an explanation of the fact. To extend this law of nature to 
responsible persons, is an ordination of God. The question is: 
on what judicial basis does this ordination rest? Second: 
Placzeus’ scheme is false to the facts of the case, in that it rep- 
resents Adam’s posterity as having, in God’s view, an actual, 
antecedent, depraved existence, at least for a moment, before 
they passed therefor under condemnation; whereas the Scrip- 
tures represent them as beginning their existence condemned, 
as well.as depraved. See Eph. 2: 3. 

In opposition to this scheme, Turrettin states the view of 
immediate imputation, which has since been 
defined and asserted in its most rigid sharp- 
ness by the Princeton school. It boldly 
repudiates every sense in which we really or actually sinned in 
Adam, and admits no other than merely the representative 
sense of a positive covenant. It says that the guilt of Adam’s 
first sin, which was personally nobody’s but Adam’s own, is 
sovereignly imputed to his posterity. Depravity of nature is a 
part of the penalty of death, due to Adam’s sin, and is visited 
on Adams children purely as the penal consequence of the 
putative guilt they bear. For sin may be the punishment of 
sin. Very true, after depravity of nature thus becomes person- 
ally theirs, it also brings an addition of personal guilt, for which 
they are thenceforward punished, as well as for actual trans- 
gressions. The grounds for this statement are chiefly these 
two: 1. That Rom. v: 12-20 asserts an exact parallel between 
our federal relation to Adam and .to Christ. so that, as the 
imputation of Christ’s righteousness to us, conceived as per- 
sonally unrighteous, goes before procuring our justification, 
and then all sanctifying grace is bestowed working personal 
sanctification, as purchased by Christ’s righteousness for us; 
so, we must conceive Adam’s guilt imputed to us, we being 
conceived as, in the first instance, personally guiltless, but for 
that guilt; and then depravity given us, working personal sin 
and guilt, as the mischievous purchase of Adam’s federal act 
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for us. And, as the parallel must be exact, if this view of 
original sin be rejected, then the view of justification must be 
modified “to suit;” making it consist first in an infusion of 
personal righteousness in the believer, and then the consequent 
accounting to us of Christ’s righteousness. But that is pre- 
cisely the Romish justification. 2. The connection between 
the second Adam and His believing people, in the covenant of 
grace, includes an imputation which is the exact counterpart of 
that of *the first Adam’s guilt. This is the two-fold imputation 
of our sins to Christ, and of His righteousness to us. But the 
former of these is strictly an imputation of peccatum ahenum 
to Christ; and the latter isan immediate imputation of His 
righteousness to us. Hence, if we deny this scheme of antece- 
dent, immediate imputation, we must give up salvation by impu- 
ted righteousness, and there remains no way of escape for sinners. 
I propose to dwell upon this question a little more than its 
intrinsic importance deserves. Having pronounced it a useless 
and erroneous distinction, I might be expected to dismiss it 
with scant notice. But it receives an incidental importance 
from the important truths connected with it. These are, most 
prominently, the difficulties concerning the righteousness of 
the imputation of Adam’s guilt, and also, the nature of impu- 
tation in general, justification, union to Christ, God’s provi- 
dence in visiting the sins of parents’ on children, (Ex. xx: 
5,) and the manner in which the ethical reason should be 
treated, when it advances objections against revealed truth. 
* I sustain my position, then, that this distinction between 
“ mediate,’ and “immediate” imputation should never have 
been made, by showing that it causelessly aggravates the diffi- 
culties of the awful doctrine of original sin, exaggerating need- 
lessly the .angles of a subject which is, at best, sufficiently 
mysterious; that the arguments by which the immediate impu- 
tation must be sustained misrepresent the doctrines of the 
spiritual. union and justification; and especially, that it is false 
to the facts of the case, in a mode the counterpart of Placzeus’. 
It represents the child of Adam as having a separate, unde- 
praved, personal existence, at least for an instant; until from 
innocent, it becomes depraved by God’s act, as a penal conse- 
quence of Adam’s guilt imputed as peccatum alenum solely. * 
But in fact, man now never has any personal existence at all, 
save a depraved existence. As he enters being condemned, so 
he enters it depraved. This over-refinement thus leads us to 
an error in the statement of fact, which matches that resulting 
from the opposite scheme. Does not this show very clearly, 
that the distinction should never have been made? And can 
those who advocate the “immediate, precedaneous imputation,” — 


* That the drift of the scheme makes the infant soul initially pure, may be seen 
from Hodge on Rom. v: 13. Theol. vol. 2, pp. 210, 203. Thornwell, vol. 1, pp. 346, 
347, 349. Chalmers’ Theo. Institutes, vol. 1, pp. 485 and 497. 
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after applauding the refutation of Placeus’ scheme by the par- 
allel argument, justly recoil from its application to themselves? 
But it is argued, that since the imputation of our guilt to 
Christ is an immediate imputation of peccatum alienum, 
grounded in His community of nature with His people, the 
parallelism of the two doctrines shuts us up to a similar impu- 
tation of Adam’s guilt to us. I reply: the cases indisputably 
differ in two vital respects. It may be asked if both covenants 
do not rest on the principle of imputation? The answer is, of 
course, yes; both covenants involve the principle, that God 
may justly transfer guilt from one moral agent to another, 
under certain conditions. But it does not follow, that He will 
do this under any conditions whatever.* Does any one sup- 
pose, for instance, that God would have condemned holy 
Gabriel for Satan’s sin, without any assent, complicity or 
knowledge, on the part of the former? But we shall find that 
the cases of Adam and Christ are conditioned differently in 
two important respects. First: Christ’s bearing our imputed 
guilt was conditioned on His own previous, voluntary consent. 
See Jno. x: 18. All theologians, so far as I know, regard this 
as essential to a just imputation of peccatum alienum directly 
to Him. See, for instance, Dr. Thornwell’s Mission Sermon of 
1856. “It” (Christ’s covenant with the Father), “binds not by 
virtue of a right to command, but by virtue of a consent 
torobey:’ Butlers Analogy. pt« II;.chap.. 5, § i Owen 
on Justif. p. 194. Chalmers’ Theol. Inst., ,vol. 
If a man were to hold that the Father would ee we 
this imputation of another's guilt upon His Son, in spite 
of the Son’s exercising His legitimate autocracy to refuse and 
decline it, I should consider that man past reasoning with. 
But Adam’s infant children receive the imputation, when they 
are incapable of a rational option or assent about it. The 
other difference in the two cases, (which it seems amazing any 
one can overlook,) is the one pointed out in Rom. v: 16-19, 
and vi: 23. For the judgment was by one to condemnation; 
but the free gift (verse 15, “gift by grace’’) is of many offences 
unto.justification.” The imputation of Adam’s sin was a trans- 
action of strict, judicial righteousness; the other transaction 
was one of glorious, free grace. Now, can any righteous judge 
be imagined, who would allow himself equal latitude in his 
judicial convictions, which he claims in his acts of voluntary 
beneficence?. Would not the righteous magistrate answer, that 
in condeming, he felt himself restricted by the exact merits of 
the parties; but that in giving, he felt himself free to transcend 
their merits, and bestow what his generous impulses prompted ? 
It may be praiseworthy to dispense blessings above the deserts 
of the beneficiaries; it cannot be other than injustice to dis- 


* See Hodge’s Theol. vol. 2, p. 196. Turrettin, Loc. ix, Qu. 9, 
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pense penalties beyond the deserts of the culprits. We thus 
find that the imputation to us from Adam, and from us to 
Christ, are unavoidably conditioned in different ways in part; 
in other respects they are analogous. 

Our next point is founded on the admission, in which we 
are all agreed, that the imputation of Adam’s guilt to us, is in 
part grounded, essentially, in the community of nature. But with 
which nature of Adam, are we united by the tie of race; the 
fallen, or the unfallen? Adam had no offspring until after he 
became a sinner. Then he begat even Seth, the father of the 
holy seed, “in his own likeness, after his image.” (Gen. 
v: 3.) The Scriptures, from Job to Christ, assure us, that the 
thing which is born of the flesh is flesh. The race union obvi- 
ously unites us with Adam fallen, in his corrupted nature. 
Hence we argue, that if this race union is one of the essential 
grounds of the imputation, it cannot be antecedent to that sub- 
jective corruption of nature, on which it is partly grounded. 
This reasoning has been felt as so forcible, that the advocates 
of immediate imputation have found it necessary to study 
evasions. One is, to argue that our federal union was with the 
nature of Adam unfallen, because the moment he fell, the cov- 
enant of works was abrogated. I reply: Not so; for if that 
covenant was then abrogated, it is strange that we are still 
suffering the penalty of its breach! The true statement is, 
that the broken covenant still remains in force, against all not 
in the second Adam, as a rule of condemnation; its breach by 
our*representative only made it ineffectual as a rule of life. 
Another evasion is, to say, that our Nature had its representa- 
tion and probation in Adam, before any of us had a personal 
existence, and while the nature in him was unfallen. I reply 
by asking: What sense do the words, “our Nature,” have in 
this statement? Is it of the imputation of Adam’s guilt to the 
Nature, that we are debating? or of its imputation to persons ? 
Now, it is only a metaphor to speak of beings as bearing a rela- 
tion to each other, while one of them, (Adam’s descendant) is 
non-existent as yet. Only existing beings sustain actual rela- 
tions. The only other sense, in which the relation between me 
and Adam had an actual being before I existed, was as it stood 
in God’s decree. This may be illustrated by the counterpart 
doctrine of justification. The Conf. chap 11, § 4, says: ‘God 
did from all eternity decree to justify all the elect. * * * 
nevertheless they are not justified until the Holy Spirit doth, in 
due time, actually apply Christ unto them.” By parity of rea- 
soning I hold, that God did, from all eternity, decree to con- 
demn all men federally connected with Adam in his fall, 
nevertheless, they are not condemned actually, until they act- 
ually begin to exist in natural and federal union with their 
fallen head. But this is almost a truism. 

Hence we pass to a corresponding argument from the de- 
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pendence of the actual imputation of Christ’s righteousness 
to us upon a certain union between Him and us. All again 
admit this. What species of union is it? The spiritual union. 
This question and answer, like the touch-stone, reveal the 
unsoundness of the opposing logic. The student will remem- 
ber how it argues: That inasmuch as we must make an exact 
parallel between the imputation of Adam’s guilt and Christ’s 
righteousness, we must hold that the imputing of the guilt of 
Adam’s first sin precedaneously and immediately as solely 
peccatum alienum must go before, upon the offspring conceived 
as so far personally innocent: and then, we must consider his 
subjective depravity as following that putative sentence, and as 
the penal result thereof. Else, the symmetry of the two cases 
will lead us from Placzeus’ ground, to conceive of justification 
thus: that God finds in the sinner an inherent righteousness, 
which mediates the imputation to him of the subsequent right- 
eousness of Christ for his full acceptance. But this is virtually 
the vicious, Popish view of justification. True, I reply: this 
explodes Placzeus: but it also explodes their own scheme. 
For if we make justification correspond, by an exact sym- 
metry, to the scheme of their “immediate, antecedent impu- 
tation,’ then we must get this doctrine of justification: viz. 
The sinner, while still in his depravity, get’s Christ’s righteous- 
ness directly, gratuitously and antecedently, imputed to him; 
and then, as part of the consequent reward of that imputed 
merit, has regeneration wrought, infusing the sanctified nature 
of his redeeming Head into his soul. But as faith is in order 
to justification, this speculation must lead us to the following 
order.. First, the convicted sinner, while unrenewed, exercises 
the initial saving faith. Second, he is thereupon justified. 
Third, he then procures, as one of the fruits of the reconcili- 
ation, a holy heart, like his Saviour’s. Now, a moderate tinc- 
ture of theology will teach any one that this is precisely the 
Arminian Theory of justification. And a little reflection will 
show, that he who makes faith precede. regeneration in the 
order of causation, must, if consistent, be a synergist. Thus it 
appears that this scheme cuts off the Calvinistic doctrine of 
justification as rigidly as it does Placzeus. That doctrine, as 
none have stated more clearly than Dr. Hodge, [as Theol. vol. 
2, p. 195,] distinguishes between inherent and legal righteous- 
ness. The latter no justified sinner has of his own, either at 
the moment he is justified, or ever after. The former, every 
believer partakes, through the grace of effectual calling, in 
order to the faith by which he receives justification. All intel- 
ligent Calvinists, so far as I know, teach that the application of 
redemption begins with effectual calling. The order they give 
isthis: First, regeneration, implanting Christ’s spiritual life, by 
which the sinner is enabled to believe: Second, faith, and 
then justification. In short, the believer is not first justified in 
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order to become a partaker of Christ’s nature. He is madea 
partaker of that nature, in order to be justified. The vital 
union is both legal and spiritual: community in Christ’s right- 
eousness is one fruit; holy living is the other. 

Once more: All Calvinists will concur with Dr. Hodge in 
stating, [Theol. vol. 2, pp. 196, 211], that since the ground of the 
imputation of Adam’s guilt to us is the union of nature, the 
consequences of the fall come on us in the same order as on 
Adam. But now, I ask, was Adam’s depravity solely a penal 
consequence of his first transgression? Surely not; for unless 
a depraved motive had prompted his act, it would not have 
carried guilt. The intention of the crime is what qualifies the 
act as criminal. In Adam’s case, the subjective depravation 
(self-induced) and the guilt, were simultaneous and mutually 
involved. Then, according to the concession made, the scheme 
of immediate, precedaneous imputation is surrendered. We 
return, then, to the consistent statement with which the discus- 
sion of original sin began: That the federal and representa- 
tive union between Adam and his offspring, in the covenant of 
works, was designed to result thus: whatever legal séatus, and 
whatever moral character Adam should win for himself under 
his probation, that status, and that character each of his chil- 
dren by nature should inherit, on entering his existence. 

I have not appealed to the illustrative cases in which God 
visits the iniquities of parents on their children; because I do 
not regard them as strictly parallel to our federal union with 
Adam. Our parents now are not acting for us under a cove- 
nant of works. In this sense they are not our federal represen- 
tatives, as Adam was. But as the attempt has been made to 
wield these cases against me, I willingly meet them. It has 
been said, for instance, that Achan’s infant children, incapable 
of the sin of political treason and sacrilege, were put to death 
for their father’s guilt, Does any one suppose, that they would 
have died by God’s order, if they had been as pure before Him, 
as the humanity of the infant Jesus? Hardly! The doctrine 
as taught by God, (Deut. v:9; Matt. xxiii : 32-35) is, that He 
now visits the guilt of sinful parents on sinful children. The 
Pharisees’ filling up, by their own sins, the measure of their 
fathers, was the condition of their inheriting the penalty of all 
the righteous blood shed from Abel to Zacharias. This Tur- 
rettin teaches, Loc. ix: Qu, 9, against the interest of his own 
erroneous logic. Thus, we find, in this extensive class of prov- 
idential dealings, cases of what Dr. Hodge correctly deems, © 
true imputation. But the conditions are not identical with 
those which he claims for Adam’s case. 

I have said that the attempts made by Rivet and other 
later divines, to prove that their doctrine of immediate, prece- 
daneous imputation is that of the Reformed Churches and sym- 
bols, are vain. My conviction is, that this scheme, like the 
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supralapsarian, is a novelty and an over-refinement, alien to the 
true current of the earlier Reformed theology, andsome of Pla- 
czus’ day were betrayed into the exaggeration by the snare set 
for them by his astuteness, and their own over-zeal to expose 
him. I beg leave to advance one or two witnesses in support. 
Stapfer, who has been erroneously quoted, as on Placzeus’ side, 
says: (Vol. iv; ch. xvii: § 78. Note.) ‘‘The whole controversy 
they” (impugners of the justice of imputation,) ‘have with us 
about this matter, evidently arises from this: that they suppose 
the mediate and the immediate imputation are distinguished 
one from the other, not only in the manner of conception, but 
in reality. And so indeed, they consider imputation only as 
immediate, and abstractedly from the mediate, when yet our 
divines suppose that neither ought to be considered separately 
from the other. Therefore I choose not to use any such dis- 
tinction. * * * While I have been writing this note, I have 
consulted all the systems of divinity which I have by me, that I 
might see what was the true and genuine opinion of our chief 
divines in this affair, and I found they were of the same mind 
with me.’ Markius, in DeMoor, says: If Placzeus meant 
nothing more by mediate imputation, than that “ hominum na- 
torum actualem punitionem ulteriorem non fiert nudo intuitu 
Adamice transgresstonis, absque interventente etiam propria cor- 
rupitone, et fluentibus hinc scelertbus varits, neminem orthodox- 
onem posset habere obloguentem.’ DeMoor quotes Vogelsang, 
(Com. vol. iii: p. 275,) as saying: “ Certe neminem sempiterna 
subire supplicia propter inobedientia protoplasti, nist mediante 
cognata perversitate.’ Calvin in his Inst. but more distinctly _ 
in his exposition of Rom. v: 12-19, teaches just the view I 
have given. This much belaboured passage has been often 
claimed, as clearly teaching the immediate, antecedent impu- 
tation. Thus Dr. Hodge assumes. He claims that the correct 
interpretation of this passage, demands his view of the exact 
identity of the two imputations, in the Covenant of works, and of 
grace. He then, reasoning in a circle, defends his interpre- 
tation chiefly from the assumed premise of that identtjy. The 
details of his exposition seem.to be more akin to those of the 
- Socinian expositors, and of Whitby, than of the old Reformed. 
To me it appears, that Calvin shows a truer insight into the 
scope of the Apostle’s discourse, and gives more satisfactory 
meanings of the particular phrases. The question is urged: 
Since Paul illustrates justification by original sin, must we not 
suppose an exact parallel between the illustration and the thing 
illustrated ? I reply: We must suppose so real a resemblance 
as to make the illustration a fair one; but this does not include 
an exact parallel. Few scriptural illustrations present an exact 
one. I have showed that Dr. Hodge’s effort here to maintain 
one, is deceptive; and that if it were faithfully carried out, it 
would land us all in Arminianism, (where Whitby stood). The 
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‘Apostle himself, in verse 13-17, makes exceptions to the exact- 
ness of his own parallel! In view of these facts, and of the 
silence of our Confession touching the exaggerated scheme, we 
treat the charge that we are making a defection from Calvinism 
by preferring the old, Calvinistic doctrine to the new one of 
Princeton, with the entire indifference it deserves. 

But it is time to return to the rationalistic objection 
against the justice of imputation, which has been the occasion 
of the speculations reviewed. (See p. 338,). Dr. Hodge 
seems to dispose of this objection, by simply disregarding it. 
The amount of satisfaction he offers to the recalcitrant reason, 
is: God makes this immediate imputation, and therefore it must 
be right, whatever reason says. Whether this is wise, or prudent, 
or just logic, we shall see. All the other writers I have read, 
who incline to the extreme view, betray a profound sense of 
this difficulty, by their resort to uneasy expedients to evade it. 
(We have seen those of Wesley and of Edwards: who belong 
to different schools of opinion from Turrettin, and from each 
other). But these evasions, if they satisfy themselves, do not 
satisfy each other. That adopted by Dr. Hodge, from Turret- 
tin, (Loc. ix: Qu.g:§14; Theology, Vol. ii: p. 211), is, that the 
penalty we incur from Adam’s imputed guilt is, (a) privative, and 
(b), positive. The former, involving simply the lack of original 
righteousness, is visited on us by the immediate, precedaneous 
imputation. The latter, carrying spiritual death and all posi- 
tive miseries, is imputed mediately. Though the second insepa- 
rably follows the first, yet they are to be thus distinguished. 
Dr. Thornwell effectually explodes this evasion for us. (Works, 
Vol. 1? p. 333). )-Herasks< af the child of: Adam (isiimtaiy 
pure, is there any less difficulty in a just and Holy God’s treat- 
ing him as a sinner, than in His causing him to be a sinner ? 
And if this penal treatment (on imputation of peccatum alienum) 
does cause him to be a sinner, have we not both the difficulties 
onourhands? For, second: the distinction between a priva- 
tive, and a positive depravation is, for a Calvinist, utterly incon- 
sistent. Turrettin, when arguing against Pelagians and Pa- 
pists, has himself proved that the privative state of a lack of 
original righteousness is, zfso facto, positive depravity. So 
says common sense. That a rational creature of God, knowing 
His perfections, and His own accountability, should fail to love 
and reverence Him, is itself to be in a positively unholy state. 
I add, third, that even if the distinction were allowed, yet if 
from the privative, the positive depravation unavoidably and 
naturally follows, then the same judicial act which inflicts the 
one has also inflicted the other. The executioner, who swings 
off the felon to be hanged, from the platform of the gibbet, 
does thereby choke him to death. 

Dr. Thornwell, in turn, after looking the doctrine of imme- 
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constrained to seek a palliation for its difficulty, in the same 
direction from which he had sought to recall Dr. S. J. Baird a 
few years before. On pp. 349, 350, of his Lectures, he says: 
“On these grounds I am free to confess, that I cannot escape 
from the doctrine, however mysterious, of a generic unity in 
man, as the true basis of the representative economy in the 
covenant of works. The human race is not an aggregate of 
independent atoms, but constitutes an organic whole, with a com- 
mon life springing from a common ground. * * * There 
is in man what we may call a common nature. That common 
nature is not a mere generalization of logic, but a substantive 
reality.” Thus, the stress of the rationalistic objection appears 
to him so heavy, that it drives him to the solution he had before 
refuted. For the reasons stated on p. 339, this resort appears 
to me invalid. It is true, Adam was “the root of all mankind.” 
This race unity is, as our Confession states, an all-important 
condition of the federal union. But apart from each human 
person, we see in this ‘race-unity no moral, and still less any 
personal entity, to be the subject of responsibility. 

The difficulty then recurs: Is the doctrine of original sin 
founded on that which seems to the natural conscience an 
intrinsic injustice, punishing innocent persons, without their 
consent, for another man’s sin? Let the student bear in mind, 
that we have no intention of denying the mysteriousness of the 
divine dispensation of the fall of our race in their first father. 
It isean inscrutable providence. But while the view I sustain, 
leaves it enveloped in a mystery which the wisest and best of 
us most clearly see will never be solved in this world; the 
advantage I claim is, that it leaves the doctrine in a state where 
no man can convict it of injustice. This advantage appears in 
two ways: First: man reasons chiefly by parallel instances ; 
his reasoning is comparison. Consequently, in a case wholly 
unique, where there is no parallel, while he may not compre- 
hend, he cannot convict of injustice. The case is above his 
grasp; he has no experimental scales in which to weigh it. 
Second: our fall in Adam, as properly stated, lacks the essen- 
tial point wherein the caviller finds, in the instance of his pre- 
tended parallel, the intrinsic injustice. But it is evident, on 
consideration, that, upon the theory of immediate imputation, 
that essential point is yielded to the caviller. It is, that the 
innocent is punished, without his consent, for the guilty. Let 
us suppose the case usually cited for illustration, the peaceful 
citizen charged, under human laws, with the putative guilt of a 
murder to which he had not consented. This injustice is indis- 
putable. But let us see what is involved in the fact of per- 
sonal innocency in this case; for there lies the basis of our 
moral judgment about it. It means that this peaceful citizen 
has complied with the prohibitory laws of his country, in 
refraining from all injury to others’ lives. Buta law, sustained 
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by sanction, is of the nature of a covenant with the citizens. 
The man who has actually kept the law has thereby earned his 
covenanted title to immunity. This is what this man means, 
by claiming his innocency. He has been invested by the cov- 
enant of the law itself, with this title to immunity, before the 
putative murder was committed, and he can now be righteously 
divested of this title only by his own transgression. ‘To impute 
to this man now, the guilt of peccatum alienum, divests him of 
this pre-existent righteous title to immunity. There is the 
impregnable ground upon which he will resist the charge. 

Now, let us represent imputation as the Scriptures do, and 
the sinner fallen in Adam has no such argument to use. He 
does not approach the judicial issue clothed with a pre-existing, 
personal title to favour, derived from a previous, personal rec- 
titude under a covenant of works. For, previous to his con- 
demnation in Adam, he has no personal, innocent existence, 
not for one moment, not even in any correct order of thought ; 
for he has had no actual existence at all. He enters existence 
depraved, as he enters it guilty; he enters it guilty as he enters 
it depraved. This is the amount of his federal union with 
Adam; that the offspring shall have, a0 zuztio, the same legal 
status and moral nature, which his head determined for him- 
self, by his acts while under probation. This statement is 
strictly correspondent to the facts revealed and experienced. 
And it has this great advantage, that it leaves the sinner, fallen 
in Adam, no pretext to complain that he has been stripped of 
any just personal title to immunity, by thus bringing him under 
putative guilt. For he had no such personal title to be stripped 
of, seeing he had no personal existence at all, prior to the 
depravity and guilt. This dispensation of God, then, remains 
unique, without any parallel in any human jurisprudence. It 
is solemn, mysterious, awful; but it is placed where it is impos- 
sible to convict it of injustice on God’s part. That His exer- 
cise of His sovereignty in this strange dispensation is holy, 
righteous, benevolent, and wise, we have this sufficient proof; 
that He has given His own Son, in free grace, to repair the mis- 
chiefs which human sin causes under the case. Let us remem- 
ber, that the covenant of paradise was liberal, equitable, and 
splendidly beneficent in its own character. Its failure was 
exclusively man’s and Satan’s fault. God has not been the 
efficient of any man’s sin or depravation, but only the permiss- 
ive Disposer: the only efficients of both evils have been men 
and their spiritual seducers. In the great, gospel Remedy,,. 
God is real Efficient. 

12. That one’s view of original sin will be decisive of his 
whole system of theology, is obvious from the familiar truth; 
that the remedy is determined by the disease. As is the dag- 
nosis, so will be the medical treatment. If the Pelagian view 
of human nature prevails, the corresponding view of its regen- 
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eration must prevail. Thus, faith, repentance, and the other 
essential graces of the new life, will be traced to the human 
will as their source. Then, the office-work of the Spirit will be 
degraded; and the Socinian result, which denies His personality 
will be natural. The analysis of Nestorianism will show us 
also, how the same view of human nature and of free-agency, 
will modify the doctrine of the Hypostatic Union, preparing the 
way for a belief in a merely human Christ. 

But if the scriptural doctrines of native depravity and fed- 
eral representation be firmly held, then there will follow, as rea- 
sonable corollaries, all the points of the Calvinistic, or August- 
inian scheme, supernatural regeneration, unconditional election, 
perseverance in grace, divinity of Christ, and personality and 
divinity of the Holy Ghost. 


LECTURE XXX. 
LAW. 


a 


SYLLABUS. 


I. In what senses is the word Law used in Scripture ? 
See Concordances and Lexicons. 
2. Is the law of God written on the natural conscience intuitively? What the 
authority of this natural law? Is the Decalogue of Moral or of Positive obligation? 
See Turrettin, Loc. ix, Qu. 1, 2. Sensualistic Philosophy of 19th Cent., ch. 
12. Dick, Lect:. 102. 
3. If the Covenant of Works is now inapplicable for us, what uses has the law 
in a plan of salvation by grace? 
Turrettin, Qu. 22, 25. Calvin, bk. ii, ch. 7. Ridgely, Qu. 94-97. 
4. Recite the origin of the Decalogue. How is it divided? What are the prin- 
ciples on which it is to be interpreted ? 
Calvin, bk. ii, ch. 8. Turrettin, Qu, 5, 6. Dick, Lect. 102, 103. Ridgeley, 
Qu. 98, 99. 
5. Is the Decalogue a perfect rule of life? Did Christ abrogate or amend any 
part of it? 
Turrettin, Qu. 3, 4. Dick as above. Dr. Ashbel Green’s Lect. 34-36, on 
Shorter Catechism. 


"THE word “ Law,” (495%), vovos) is employed in the Scrip- 
T 


ture with a certain latitude of meaning, but always carry- 
ing the force of meaning contained in the 
general idea of a regulative principle. First, 
it sometimes expresses the whole of Revelation, as in Ps. i: 2. 
Second, the whole Old Testament, as in Jno. x:.34. ‘Third, 
frequently the Pentateuch, as in Luke xxiv: 44. Fourth, the 
preceptive moral law (Prov. xxviii: 4; Rom. i: 14. Fifth, the 
ceremonial code, asin Heb. x: 1. Sixth, the decalogue, Matt. 
xxii ::36-40. Seventh, a ruling power in our nature, as in 
Rom. vii: 23. Eighth, the covenant of works, Rom. vi: 14. 
By the Law, in the following discussions, we intend the precep- 
tive moral law, as epitomized in the decalogue. 


1. Definitions. 
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The student will be prepared to expect my answer to the 
second point, from what has been taught of 
2. Moral Distinction the eternity of moral distinctionss» /Bhese 
Intrinsic. tae gt RE 
are intrinsic in that class of acts. They are 
not instituted solely by the positive will of God, but are en- 
joined by that will because His infinite mind saw them to be 
intrinsic and eternal. In a word: Duties are not obligatory 
and right solely because God has commanded them; but He 
has commanded them because they are right. Hence, we con- 
fidently expect to find the natural powers of reason and con- 
science in man impressed with the moral distinction, and pro- 
nouncing it intuitively. 

(a.) From the fact that the Scriptures represent God Him- 
self, at least in one particular, as bound by this distinction of 
right and wrong, “God cannot lie;” that is, the eternal perfec- 
tions of His own mind so regulate His own volitions that His 
will certainly, yet freely, refuses all error. See also 2 Tim. ii: 13. 

(b.) The very nature of a creature implies rightful subjec- 
tion to a Creator; its denial would be utter contradiction. Thus 
the law of our reason teaches us, that the creature existing, 
these moral relations cannot but exist, whether God has pub- 
lished them in positive precepts, or not. 

(c.) If these moral distinctions owed their origin solely to 
God’s positive will, no distinction could be drawn between 
moral and positive precepts. The prohibition, ‘ Thou shall not 
bear false witness,’ would be exactly like this: ‘Thou shalt 
not seethe a kid in its mother’s milk.” But there is a distinc- 
tion between the two classes, recognized by God and our rea- 
son. ‘Judgment, mercy, and truth,’ are pronounced ‘ weightier 
matters of the law,’ compared with tithing mint, anise, and 
cummin. 

(d.) If there were no cause, save God’s mere will, why moral 
distinctions were drawn as they are, He might have made 
treachery a virtue, and truth a crime, &c. Against this every 
moral intuition revolts. Why might not God have done this? 
The only answer is, that His own unchangeable moral perfec- 
tions made it impossible. Just so; it is admitted that the 
basis of the moral distinction is a priori to all volition of God; 
which is substantially my proposition. And last, and most 
conclusively: If God’s mere positive volition made an act of 
the creature morally right, then of course God must be mor- 
ally right in entertaining that volition. But the moral character 
of volitions depends wholly on that of the principles which 
prompt them. So that, we see, if there were no moral distinc- 
tion @ priori to God’s mere will, God could have no moral 
character in acts of His will. 

The moral distinction being then intrinsic and eternal, it 
follows that the intuition and feeling of its 


Cc é : ; 
oF aa ls ica obligation must be one of the natural endow- 
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ments of the rational creature made in God’s image. This 
obligation must be recognized by man’s conscience as natural 
and moral, and not merely positive. To this agree the Scrip- 
turesnomag 10-2hs oihadaie kbs ets xiv: 17. And. these 
declarations are confirmed by the consensus populit upon the 
existence of a moral obligation, and its main outlines, by a 
multitude of the facts of our consciousness, by the admissions 
of Pagans. But here, the distinction so clearly made between 
moral princepia and conclusiones, must be noted. In some cases 
of moral obligation, the perception and verdict of conscience 
are immediate. In other cases, they are deductive. Should 
a creature obey its Creator? To this the sane reason answers 
intuitively, Yes. Should the borrower pay any hire for the use 
of money? To this the mind can only answer deductively ; 
certain premises must be known to the understanding, from 
which the moral answer must be by deduction drawn. 

If the moral distinction is thus eternal in acts, unchange- 
able in God, and natural in man, the preceptive law receives a 
new dignity, immutability, and sacredness. Then it follows, 
also, that the natural conscience is God’s viceregent in man; 
and its dictates must be obeyed, or guilt arises. But when we 
remember that the light in man’s conscience is imperfect, we 
see that it is not true that this faculty is a sufficient rule of 
duty. That rule is found in God’s precepts alone. The seem- 
ing paradox arising out of the dictate of an ill-informed con- 
science has been already considered, in lecture X. 

It has beeen asked, if the Law can no longer be a cove- 

nant of life to fallen sinners, what place and 

3. Uses of Law : : 
under Covenant of use can it properly have ina plan of salva- 
Grace—The Law Im- tion by grace? You are aware that there 
eke have been, in the Church, errorists called 
Antinomians, who, in fact, sought to exclude the law from their 
system, asserting that since it is no longer a term of life, since it 
has been fully satisfied both in its preceptive and penal 
demands by the believer's divine Substitute, it can have no 
‘binding force upon, and no application to him. But the 
view I have given of the Law, as the necessary and unchang- 
ing expression of God’s rectitude, shows that its authority over 
moral creatures is unavoidable. If God reveals Himself to 
them, He cannot but reveal Himself as He is. Just these pre- 
cepts are the inevitable expression of a will guided by immu- 
table perfections. It is therefore simply impossible that any 
dispensation, of whatever mercy or grace, could have the effect 
of abrogating righteous obligation over God’s saints. God's 
mercy through a Redeemer satisfying justice, may lift off the 
curse of the law for transgression; but it is impossible that it 
should abrogate rightful authority. The Law then must remain, 
under every dispensation, the authoritative declaration of God’s 
character. 
23* 
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A second essential use of the Law under the New Cove- 
The Law convicts Nant, isithat which Galil 7°24 states s)sanPere 
of our need of Christ, Law was our schoolmaster to bring us unto 
ec Christ.” By showing us our penal debt, and 
the high terms of the covenant of works, now impossible for 
the sinner to fulfill, it prepares his soul to submit to the right- 
eousness of the Redeemer. A third, and equally essential use 
appears to the believer, after his adoption. He is “ chosen in 
Christ that he should be holy”; “redeemed from all iniquity to 
be Christ’s peculiar people, zealous of good works.” ‘This 
great end, the believer’s sanctification, can only be attained in 
practice, by giving him a holy rule of conduct. Such a rule is 
the Law. It is to be as assiduously observed, as the guide to 
that holiness which is the fruit of adoption, as though its 
observance could earn adoption. A fourth important purpose 
of the publication of the Law in the Church, appears in this; 
that its precepts restrain the aboundings of sin. They partially 
instruct the consciences even of the unrenewed. They guide 
secular laws, and thus lay a foundation for a wholesome civil 
society. And last: the publication of the Law is preparatory 
for that use which God will make of it in the Judgment Day, 
for the conviction of His enemies. He is now, in every such 
message, preparing to close the mouths of the disobedient in 
that day. 

For these reasons, the preaching and expounding of 
the Law is to be kept up diligently, in every gospel 
Church. 

The whole decalogue is found written out in full, in two 

places of the Bible; besidesa number of 

4. Decalogue God’s 

Summary of Duty. other places, where one or more of the pre- 

cepts is cited. These places are Exodus 
xx: 2 to17,and Deut. v: 6to 21. Itisthe doctrine of the Cate- 
chism, that these ‘““Ten Words”’ were intended to be a summary 
of man’s whole duty. Why, it may be asked, is so much made 
of them? Why not make equal account of some few verses 
taken from the Proverbs, or the Sermon on the Mount? We- 
reply: the manner of their publication plainly showed that 
God intended to give them the peculiar importance we assign 
them. They were uttered by Him, to His Church, in an audi- 
ble voice, e¢ deatayde dyyédwv, (Acts vii : 53), with the terrible © 
adjuncts of clouds, and thunders, and lightnings, and the sound 
of a trumpet. They were the only parts of Revelation thus 
spoken. ‘“ These words Jehovah spake unto all your assembly 
in the mount, out of the midst of the fire, of the cloud, and 
the thick darkness; with a great voice; and He added no 
more,’ Deut.v: 22. None of the ceremonial nor civic rules 
were thus distinguished. These ten precepts were then graven 
by God Himself on two tables of stone; the imperishable 
material signifying the perpetuity of the laws—and these tab- 
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les were to be kept among the most sacred things of their 
religion. Christ, in giving that summary of man’s duty into 
the two precepts of love to God, and love to man, is evidently 
abridging the Decalogue. He says that on these two abridged 
commands, hang all the law and the prophets. Therefore all 
the Old Testament hangs on the Decalogue, of which these 
two are the epitome. These are the grounds, together with the 
obvious comprehensiveness and perfection of the ten precepts, 
(which will be evinced in their exposition) on which the Jewish 
and Christian Churches have always held this Decalogue to be 
designed as the epitome of the whole Law. 

Expositors have not been entirely agreed in the division of 
the Decalogue. Some would have it, that 
five precepts belonged to the first table, and 
five to the second. This opinion seems to be dictated only by 
a fondness for mechanical symmetry. It is now generally 
held, that four precepts composed the first table, and six the 
second. This is the natural division. Of the duties enjoined 
in the first four, God is the direct object: of those inculcated in 
the last six, man is the direct object. Thus we conform our 
division to our Saviour’s summary, love to God and love to 
‘man. Some have supposed that they found an evidence of 
this division in the words of the Apostle Paul, when he calls 
the fifth the “ first commandment with promise.” It is observed 
that this is not the first containing a promise, if the first 
table be included; whence they suppose that the Apostle calls 
it first, with reference to the second table, at the head of 
which it stood. 

It remains that we settle the principles upon which the 

Rules of Interpreta- Gecalogue is to be interpreted and applied. 
tion—The Preceptsare If it is an epitome of duty, it contains of 
es course more than the formal propositions in 
which it is verbally expressed. The first and most important 
of those principles is that announced by St. Paul in the 7th of 
Romans: ‘The Law is spiritual.’ It claims to regulate, not 
only the acts, but the desires and thoughts, the inner as well as 
the outer man. For farther proof, note that Christ, in His 
exposition (Matt. v,) expressly extends the prohibitions to the 
secret motions of the heart towards sin. Causless anger is 
declared to be the soul’s sin of murder; lust is the soul’s adult- 
ery; coveting, as Paul indicates, is the soul’s theft. I prove the 
same rule from this: that Christ resolves all duties into love, 
which is an inward state of affection. And last, the same rule 
must follow from the spiritual nature of the God whose. law it 
is. He claims to be the ‘Searcher of Hearts.’ He judgeth 
not by the outward appearance. ‘He requireth truth in the 
inward parts.’ The law of such a being must apply chiefly to 
the inward affections, as our reason approves. 

Second: In each precept, the chief duty or sin is taken as 


How Divided ? 
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The Sin or Duty Tepresentative of the various lesser duties or 
Named is Representa- sins of that class; and the overt act is taken 
ae as representative of all related affections, and 
under it they are all enjoined or forbidden. Thus, our Saviour 
teaches us that under the head of murder, angry thoughts and 
abusive words are also forbidden. We are authorized by such 
examples to conclude that under the one precept, ‘Thou shalt 
not kill,’ all offences against our fellow-men’s lives, safety, and 
personal welfare, are forbidden. So of the other commandments. 
This follows from the fact that the decalogue is a summary. 

3. To command a given class of duties plainly implies a 
prohibition of the opposite class of sins, and 
vice versa. Thus: Injuries against the life 
and person of fellows are forbidden; this 
implies the obligation of active efforts to protect them, as we 
have opportunity. This follows from the practical scope of the 
law. What is the design or intent of the sixth commandment ? 
Obviously to secure our fellows the enjoyment of life and safety. 
If, then, the obligation is adequate to the practical end, it must 
include active efforts to promote, as well as refraining from in- 
juring, that end. This is confirmed by our Saviour’s summa- 


Commandment Implied 
in Prohibition, &c. 


tion: ‘“ Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.” Hence, - 


while the 6th commandment says, ‘“‘Thou shalt not kill;” it 
also means, ‘‘ Thou shalt save thy fellow from killing.” 

4. When anything is commanded or forbidden, the regular 
and necessary means and incitements thereto 
are also commanded or forbidden. And 
when any duty of one party towards another 
is enjoined, the relative state or duty thereto is also enjoined on 
the second party towards the first. - 

5. The precepts of the first table, containing duties towards 

God before Man: God, are superior in obligation to the second 
Moral Precepts before table, towards man. See Luke xiv: 26; 
ae ie Matt. v: 37; Acts iv: 19; Eph.vii t..When- 
ever the authority of man clashes with that of God, the former 
must therefore give way. But moral duties, though they be 
duties of the second table, are superior to mere positive or cer- 
_ emonial duties of the first table. See Matt. xii: 7; Prov. xxi: 3. 
Last. The prohibitory precepts bind us equally at all 
times; the mandatory, only when the proper 


Means Included in 
Duties. 


Prohibitions Perpetu- 


Biiten: objects of the duty are present. The pre- 


cept “Thou shalt not kill,’ binds at every 

moment ; the command, ‘Honour thy father and mother,” 
only binds when we bear suitable relations to some superior. 

Many Socinians and Abolitionists, and some Papists, in 

5d The d awsPetiact order to support favourite prejudices, strenu- 

ache ist gnade no ously assert that the moral law, as given to 

anges of Substance, i 
Mer Aree bay the Jews, was an imperfect rule, and was com- 
pleted and perfected by Jesus Christ. We 
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grant, indeed, that Christ freed this law from the corrupt glosses 
of tradition, and that He showed the true extent of its appli- 
cation. But we deny that He made any change or substantial 
addition. We admit that He carried it farther in the way of 
detail, but we deny that He corrected anything of its principle. 
These errorists pretend to claim this as an honour to Jesus 
Christ and His mission, and as evincing His superiority over 
Moses. They hereby do Him dishonour. For the decalogue 
is as much Christ’s law as thé Sermon on the Mount. He was 
the authoritative agent for giving both. For it was “ with the 
Angel which spake unto him in Mount Sinai,” (Christ, Acts vii: 
38) that Moses “received these lively oracles to give unto us”’ 
Second: It would be dishonorable to a perfect God to suppose 
that He would reveal to His chosen people, as a rule of right- 
eousness, a law which allowed some sin. Then, all the holiness 
produced under that law was spurious. Third: God forbade that 
the law should receive addition. Deut.iv: 2; xii: 32. Fourth: 
Christ honoured this law, declared it everlasting and unchange- 
able, and said that He came not to destroy, but to fulfil it. 
Fifth: Christ says that on His abridgments of this law hang all 
the law and the prophets. And last: St. Paul, having resolved 
the precepts of this decalogue into the one principle of love 
(Rom. xiii: 9), verse 10th says: “Love is fulfilling of the law.” 
This is said by this minister of the new dispensation. And 
both the Old and New Testaments assert the perfection of this 
Old Testamentlaw. See Ps. xix: 7; Rom. vii: 12; Ps. cxix: 96. 

In further support of this view, I remark that the very par- 
ticulars in which it is pretended Jesus amend- 
ed, softened, and completed the moral law, 
are stated just as distinctly, although perhaps 
not as forcibly in all cases, by Moses and the prophets, in their 
expositions of the decalogue. E. g., the love of enemies, in 
Natty 44, see tin Xod Xx WA 8 Levit. coax 2. Poa be 
great laws of love of Matt. xxii: 37, &c.; see Deut. vi: 4, 5, 
Levit. xix: 18. The command of benevolence to strangers in 
Mune 30,047. Seenit, 1n levity xxiv. 22. xxve 256 Wieut. ox ¢ 
19. The spiritual interpretation of the law, as embracing not 
only outward acts, but the thoughts and desires of the heart; 
Bee avin, xin el Ze o. Welt. Xis I3ybsoxxy dedi. 6's Christ's 
new commandment (Jno. xiii : 34) was only “the old command 
renewed,” only a re-enactment with an additional motive: 
Christ’s love for us. Christ, in His Sermon on the Mount, then, 
and other places, rebukes and corrects, not the law itself, nor 
the Old Testament interpretations of the law, but the erroneous 
and wicked corruptions foisted upon it by traditions and Phari- 
saic glosses. The moral law could not be completed, because 
it is as perfect as God, of whose character it is the impress 
and transcript. It cannot be abrogated or relaxed, because 
it is as immutable as He. 


Precepts of New Tes- 
tament also in Old. 


LECTURE XXXI. 
THE FIRST TABLE. (COMMANDMENTS ist, 2nd, 34d.) 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What does the First Commandment enjoin? What does it forbid? 
2. Discuss, against Papists, the worship of saints, angels and relics. 
3. What does the Second Commandment forbid and enjoin? 
4. Discuss, against Papists, the lawfulness of image-worship. 
5. What does the Third Commandment forbid and enjoin? Are religious vows 
and oaths, imposed by magistrates, lawful? See ; 
Shorter Catechism, Qu. 44-56. Larger Cat., Qu. 100-114. Turrettin, Loc. 
xi, Qu. 7-12. Dick, Lect. 103. Calvin’s Inst., bk. ii, ch. 8, 3 13-27. Dr. 
Green’s Lectures on Sh. Cat., 37-41. Council of Trent Decree, Session xxv. 
(Strietwolff, Vol. i, p. 93, &c.) Catechismus Romanus, Pii V, pt. iii ch. 2, 
Qu. 3-14, and pt. iv, ch. 6 on 2nd Question. ‘‘ Historical Theology,” by Dr. 
Wm. Cunningham, ch. 12. 
N the exposition of the precepts, I do not propose to detain 
you with those ordinary particulars which you may find in 
your catechisms and text-books. I would, once for all, refer 
you to those authorities, especially for answers to the question, 
what each commandment especially enjoins and prohibits. My 
chief aim, in the few, disjointed discussions which time will 
allow, is to enter into a few of the more disputed and more im- 
portant questions of morals and ecclesiastical usage, which now 
agitate society and the Church. 
1. The affirmative and negative obligations of the Ist 
Commandment all depend upon the great 
Emeors Release ‘st truth of God’s exclusive unity, which we 
have proved from reason and Scripture. The 
duty of “having Him for our God” may be said to be the sum- 
mary of almost all the commands of love, reverence and obedi- 
ence, which so abound in the Scriptures. But we may say that 
includes’ especially, under the general idea of rendering Him all 
the affection and service which our nature, His character, and 
our relations to Him require; the following: The duty, (a) of 
loving Him supremely. (See Matt. xxii: 37). (b) Of regulating 
all our moral acts by His revealed will. Matt. xxviii: 20. (c). 
Of owning and acknowledging Him publicly. Josh. xxiv : 22. 
(d) Of promoting His cause and glory in all suitable ways. 1 
Cor. x: 31. (e) Of rendering to Him such acts of religious 
worship as He may see fit to demand. Ps. xxix: 2. (f) Of 
thanking Him for His benefits. Ps. cvi: 1. (g) Of trusting to 
His promises. ‘Is. xxvi: 4., (h) Of submitting. to His ehas- 
tisements. I Pet. v: 6. (i) Fearing His anger. Ps. Ixxxvi: 
11. (j) Repenting of having sinned against Him, Acts xvii: 
30, and in short, (k) Choosing Him as the portion and eternal 
inheritance of our souls. Ps. Ixxiiii : 25 ; xvii : 15. 
The most current breach ofthis commandment in nomi- 
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; nally Christian communities, is doubtless the 
(ae Idolatrous AF cin of inordinate affections, Scripture brands 
these as idolatry, or the worshipping of an- 
other than the true God, especially in the case of covetousness ; 
(Eph. v:5; Col. iti: 5; Job xxxi: 24-28.) and parity of rea- 
soning extends the teaching to all other inordinate desires. We 
conceive formal idolatry, as that of the Hindoo, a very foolish 
and flagrant thing; we palliate this spiritual idolatry of pas- 
sions. God classes them together, in order to show us the enor- 
mity of the latter. What then is it, that constitutes the “ having 
of God for our God?” It includes, (a) Love for Him stronger 
than all other affections. (b) Trusting Him, as our highest por- 
tion aud source of happiness. (c) Obeying and serving Him 
supremely. (d) Worshipping Him as He requires. Now that 
thing to which we render these regards and services, is our God, 
whether it be gold, fame, power, pleasure, or friends. 
Rome’s worship of saints and angels is founded on her 
2. Romish Idolatry, assertion of their heavenly mediation for us, 
Founded on Creature which she asserts, against 1 Tim. 11:5. You 
wis anid will find this error discussed and refuted in 
your Senior year, when we come to treat and defend the sole 
mediation of the Lord Jesus Christ. I shall now anticipate that 
conclusion, as the basis of my. denial of the worship of crea- 
tures ; only adding that, if you feel curiosity concerning Rome’s 
defence of it, you may find her arguments in the places cited 
from the documents of the Council of Trent. 
But as there is no heavenly mediation of angels or saints, 
_. we argue the more, that no intelligent wor- 
Saint Worhip. against ship can be paid them, without idolatry. (a) 
Because there are no examples nor precepts 
for it in the Bible. The honour due superiors is social and 
political; between which and religious worship, there is a fur- 
damental difference. Inallthe cases cited by Rome, of*the wor- 
shipping of creature-angels, there was only a hospitable and 
deferential obeisance to persons supposed to be dignified stran- 
gers and human beings. Where there was worship proper, it 
was always the Angel of the Covenant, the Son of God, who 
was worshipped. Compare Gen. xviii: 2, and xix: 1, with Gen. 
XVlii : 22, 23, we learn that of the persons to whom Abraham did 
social obeisance as respectable guests and human beings, the 
one to whom Abraham actually prayed, was the Jehovah-Christ ; 
and the others were creature-angels in human form. But the 
student is referred to the argument on the pre-existence of Christ, 
Lect. xvii; where it is proved that all these cases of worship of 
the “angel,” were cases of homage offered to Christ. 
| (b) Inspired saints and creature-angels are represented in 
every case, as repudiating proper religious worship, when 
attempted towards them, with holy abhorrence. See Matt. iv: 
10; Acts xiv: 13-15; Rev. xix: 10; xxil: g.. 
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Rome herself acknowledges, (Cat. Rom. Pt. III, Ch. 2, Qu. 
4, or Pt. 1V, Ch. 6, Qu. 3), it would be idola- 
try to worship creatures with the same sort 
of worship paid to God. Here then, their 
doctors bring in their distinction of Aatveza and dovieza to jus- 
tify themselves. This distinction is utterly vain and empty. 
Because first, the usage neither of classic nor biblical Greek 
justifies it; nor that of the primitive Fathers. The one word, 
as much as the other, is used of the worship peculiar to God 
Himself. See Matt. vi: 24; 1 Thess.i:9, &c. The Galatians 
are rebuked for having served those who by nature are no 
Gods. (Ch. iv: 8), @dovisuaare. If then the dovista of the New 
Testament is that of Rome, the case is decided. But let us see 
how they distinguish their dovjsa. Here we say, second: that 
it is religious worship. This is proved by its being rendered in 
Church (God's house), at the altar, in the midst of their litur- 
gies, on God’s holy day, and mixed with God’s own worship. 
This confusion at least is unpardonable. Third: in practice 
they do not limit themselves to dovjea but ask of the saints, 
and especially of Mary, gifts most essentially divine; not inter- 
cession merely, but protection,, pardon, sanctification, victory 
over death. Here see Romish Breviaries, passem,; and the 
Stabat Mater. Daniel’s Thesaurus Hymnolog, vol. 2, p. 133. 
Streitwolff, Lzbrz. Symbolici, vol. 2, p. 343, &c. Fourth, even 
if only intercession were asked, the dovdeza would still imply in 
the saints omnipresence, omniscience, infinite goodness, and 
such-like divine attributes. To evade this crushing objection, 
some Romish doctors have advanced their figment of the 
Speculum Trinitatis. They imagine that the saints, blessed 
with the beatific vision of God, see reflected in His omniscience 
whatever He sees, at least of the wants and petitions of the 
Church. But besides the fatal lack of Scriptural warrant, this 
figment is absurd. For to see an overwhelming multitude of 
objects at once, in a mirror, reflected, will confound a finite 
mind as much as to see them directly. And besides, the figment 
contradicts Scripture, Matt. xxiv: 36; John xv:15; 1 Cor. ii: If. 

Rome's saint- and angel-worship is but baptized paganism, 
and like all other, it tends to degrade the 
worshipers. Hence, the importance of the 
prohibition of idolatry. Nothing but infinite 
perfection should be the object of religious worship. The rev- 
erence and admiration which worship implies invest every 
quality of the object worshiped with sanctity. Blemishes are 
always reproduced in the votaries. The worship of an imper- 
fect object is therefore the deification of defects. Rom. i: 25, 
26; Ps. cxv: 8. But the more the worshiper is corrupted, the 
more degraded will be the divinities which he will construct for 
himself out of his defiled heart, until the vile descent is realized 
which St. Paul describes in Rom. i: 22, 23. 


AovdAéia also Idola- 
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As the first commandment fixes the object, so the second 
fixes the mode of religious worship. Under 
that most extreme corruption of mode which 
consists in image-worship, all erroneous 
modes of homage to the true God even, are prohibited. It 
may be said in general, that this commandment requires these 
acts and modes of worship for the true God which He hath 
required of us in His word, and prohibits all others. What 
Protestants call will-worship is forbidden, on these obvious 
grounds: God is infinite, and, in large part, inscrutable to crea- 
ture minds. It is His prerogative to reveal Himself to us, as 
He has done. If we form surmises how He is to be honoured, 
they will be partially erroneous; for error belongs to man, 
Hence (as experience too fully confirms), the offering of worship 
of human invention to God has always dishonoured Him, and 
_corrupted the worshipers. Our Saviour, therefore, expressly 
condemns it. Matt. xv: 9. 

The doctrine of Rome concerning the use of images in 
| worship, with its defence, may be seen in the 
Rom. Cat., Pt. III, Ch. 2, Qu. 9-14 inclusive. 
You will there remark the curious arrangement which makes 
our second commandment a part of, or appendix to the first, 
and usually prints it with small type. While this claims some 
little patristic countenance, its object is undoubtedly to depre- 
ciate this command. As the number of ten precepts is too 
well fixed to be called in question, Rome attempts to make it 
up by dividing the roth, without shadow of valid reason, as we 
shall see. 

Rome grants (Qu. 12) that the Deity should not be repre- 
sented by any shape, because immense and 
inconceivable. To concede thus much, in- 
deed, was unavoidable; the prohibitions are so plain. But to 
excuse her image-worship, Qu. 13th teaches that the making 
of images of persons of the Trinity is no wrong, for this, when 
correctly understood, is no attempt to represent the Divine 
essence; it only expresses the property and actions which the 
Scriptures give the Persons. Thus, the Father is represented, 
in supposed imitation of Daniel vii: 9, as a hoary old man; 
the Son in a human figure; and the Holy Ghost, after Matt. iit: 
16,asadove. The idea of trinity in unity is usually repre- 
sented as a luminous triangle. 

To this evasion I reply, are not the Persons very God? Is 
not their essence one, and properly divine? How, then, can it 
be right to picture them, and wrong to picture Deity? If we 
may use the.image of the Person, because it is designed to 
represent some act or property of it, why not of the Deity? 
Indeed, the luminous triangle is an attempt to represent the 
latter. | 

Rome urges also that to figure or picture objects of wor- 
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ship cannot be wrong, because God has done 
God's Example no it, | He appears.as.@ man, in Gen, xvill,and 
Rule to Us. 5 Ay : ies 
in Gen. xxxii : 24; as an angel in Exod. iii: 
2; as a shekinah, 2 Chron. vii: 1. The Holy Ghost appears 
as a dove, Matt. iii: 16. God also commanded the cherubim 
to be placed in the most sacred part of the oracle, at the very 
part towards which the High Priest directed his worship. God 
also directed Moses to make a brazen serpent and elevate it 
upon a pole. Numb. xxi: 8. 

Now, the general and sufficient answer to this is, that 
God’s doing a thing Himself is no warrant whatever for us to 
presume on imitating Him. May we kill people at will, because 
He slays some thirty millions annually? His precepts are our 
rule, not the acts of His own sovereignty, which His incom- 
municable attributes properly render unique and inimitable. 
The representations which God has seen fit to make of Him- 
self to one and another prophet were temporary, not perman- 
ent, occasional— yea, rare— presented only to the prophet’s 
own private eye, not to the Church customarily;: and they 
were, after all, phantasmata, impressed on the prophet’s imag- 
ination in esctatic vision—not actual, material constructions, 
like the idols of men. Chiefly, as visions, they were true, for 
they were to the prophets symbols of some special presence of 
God, and God was in some way specially present then and 
there. But these figures, when used by Papists, are symbols 
of no such truth; for God has not authorized them to expect 
any special presence where they exhibit the images. They are 
therefore false, while God’s visions were true. 

The carved Cherubim over the mercy-seat were not idols 
at all, but merely architectural ornaments, 
having, indeed a symbolical fitness, but no 
more objects of worship than the knops and 
lilies of the carving. The brazen serpent too, was a type, and 
not an object of worship. As well might the Papist bring as a 
plea, the fact that God has represented Christ by bread and 
wine. See Jno. iii: 14. Especially since the coming of the 
antitype, has this case not a shadow of force to excuse idolatry. 
That its worship was never permitted is clearly shown by 2d 
Kings xviii : 4; where we read that the good King Hezekiah, 
detecting the Jews in this error, had the identical serpent 
crushed, saying “it is brazen.” (“It is but brass.”) As to 
the picturing and worshipping of the man Jesus, the delineation 
of His human person has more shadow of reason, because He 
is incarnate. But there is no portrait or description of Christ, 
which is authentic. If there was, He is now, when glorified, 
wholly unlike it. Chiefly; an image could only represent His 
humanity, as distinguished from His divinity; and the former, 
thus abstracted, is no proper object of worship. The use of 
the crucifix in worship, therefore, tendeth to evil. 


No Image-Worship 
in Scripture. 


OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 363 


3. The Council of Trent urges that the image is not itself 
regarded as divine; but only as a visible rep- 
resentation, to assist the unlearned especially, 
in conceiving the real presence of the invisi- 
ble. To this I reply: it is just the distinction which all the 
pagans make, except the most besotted. Does any one sup- 
pose that the acute Hindoo is so stupid as to mistake the lump 
of clay or wood, which yesterday was a clod or a stick, and 
which he saw helpless in the hands of the mechanic, for a true 
God? If charged with such folly, he makes precisely the Pap- 
ist’s reply: that he worships the invisible God through the help 
of the visible representation of Him. So answered the ancient 
idolaters to the primitive Christians. By adopting it, the Pap- 
ist puts himself, where he properly belongs, in the pagan cate- 
gory. And this is the very sin which the Scriptures intend to 
prohibit. An examination of the sin with Aaron’s calf, Exod. 
xxxuil, of Micah’s idolatry, Judges xvii: 3-13, and of the sin 
of Jeroboam, 1 Kings xii: 28, &c., will show that in each case 
the criminal attempt was to worship the true Jehovah, unmis- 
takeably recognized by His incommunicable name, or as He 
who brought Isrdel out of Egypt, through an image supposed 
appropriate. 
4. To worship the true God by an image is, then, the very 
This the verv Defn. thing forbidden, because such a representa- 
ry Defin- |. 4 4 ; 
ition of Idolatry in tion is necessarily false. For, God being a 
Scripture Cases. God spiritual, immense, and invisible Being, to 
in represent Him as a limited material form, is 
a falsehood. To clothe Him with the form of any of His crea- 
tures, angelic, human, or animal, is the most heinous isult to 
His majesty. God is a Spirit, cognizable by no sense. To 
represent Him by a material, visible and palpable image or pic- 
ture is a false representation. He is omnipresent. To draw or 
carve Him as bounded by an outline, and contained in a local 
form, belies this attribute. He is self-existent, and has no 
beginning. To represent Him by what His puny creature 
made, and what yesterday was not, belies His self-existence 
and eternity. He declares Himself utterly unlike all creatures, 
and incomprehensible by them. To liken Him to any of them 
is both a misrepresentation and insult. Hence, a material 
image of the Godhead, or of any Person thereof, is an utter 
falsehood. Papists used to be fond of saying: “Images are 
the books of the unlearned.” We reply: they are books then, . 
which teach lies only. The crowning argument against them, 
is that the Scriptures expressly forbid them; and equally 
plainly, base their prohibition on the fact that no image can cor- 
rectly represent God. Deut. iv: 15, 16; Is. xl: 12-18; Acts 
xvii: 29. “Take ye therefore good heed unto yourselves, (for 
ye saw no manner of similitude on the day that the Lord spake 
unto you in Horeb, out of the midst of the fire), lest you 
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corrupt yourselves, and make you a graven image,’ &c. 

You are familiar with the answer to our last head of in- 
quiry, which says the third Commandment 
requireth the holy and reverent use of God’s 
name, titles attributes, ordinances, word, 
and works; “and forbiddeth all profaning or abusing of any- 
thing whereby God maketh: Himself known.” The scope of 
this precept is to secure a reverential treatment of God and all 
that suggests Him, in our speech and other medza of communi- 
cation, with each other. Its’ practical importance is justified 
by what the Apostle James teaches us of the responsibility and 
influence of our faculty of speech. When you read his state- 
ments, and consider how fully experience justifies them; when 
you consider the large place which this power of communicat- 
ing ideas fills in society, you will see why God has elevated the 
sanctification of the tongue into a place among the “ten 
words.” 

Every christian is familiar with the idea that this precept 
is meant to prohibit sins of profane cursing 
and swearing in all their, forms. Among 
these abuses may also be classed all irreverent uses of Sacred 
Scripture; all heartless and formal worship, whether by pray- 
ing or singing; all irreverence and levity in the house of God 
during the celebration of His worship or sacraments; all heed- 
ejaculations of His name and attributes; and most flagrantly, 
perjury. This, the crowning crime of this class, is a breach 
both of the third and ninth Commandments. It violates the 
obligations of truth; and also violates those of reverence in the 
most flagrant manner. An oath is an appeal to God for the 
sanction of the asseveration then made. It invokes all His 
attributes in the most formal manner, to act as umpires between 
the parties, and if the asseveration is falsified, to witness and 
avenge it. Where an oath is falsely taken, it is a heaven-dar- 
ing attempt to enlist the Almighty in the sanction of the crea- 
ture’s lie; and is thus, either the most outrageous levity, or the 
most outrageous impiety, of which he can be guilty. 

But we do not hold that the reverential occasional use of 

religious vows, or the serious taking of the 
age pats 324 oath from the civil magistrate, is a breach of 

this commandment. You are aware that the 
Quakers, and some other Christians hold all oaths unlawful. 
We base our view on the following reasons: 

Moses expressly commands the people to swear by the 
name of Jehovah, whenever they did swear. Deut. vi: 13. 
This surely implies that there is a right and proper time to 
swear. The Israelites were carefully instructed how to swear. 
Levit. xix: 12. Oaths were appointed to be administered .by 
Divine authority, in certain cases. Exod. xxii: 11; Numb. v: 
19. Surely God would not require His people to sin! We 


5. Scope of Third 


Commandment. 


Sins forbidden in it. 
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find that God sware; and “because He could swear by no 
greater, He sware by Himself.” His example is worthy of 
mention here, although we do not presume a right to make it 
our rule in every case. -We find that the apostles also, and 
especially Paul, frequently appealed to God in oaths. Rom. i: 
9; 2 Cor. i: 23; Gal.i: 20. These expressions involve all the 
essentials of an oath. But we have a more indisputable exam- 
ple. Jesus Christ took an oath, when it was tendered to Him 
by Caiaphas the High Priest, acting as an authorized (though a 
wicked) magistrate of his people. Matt. xxvi: 63,64. When 
the Chief Priest said: “I adjure Thee (I swear Thee) by the 
living God,” Christ, who had before refused to respond, imme- 
diately gave an affirmative answer, thereby taking the oath 
tendered Him. Let it be noticed, also, that in this He was act- 
ing in His human capacity. These New Testament examples 
also effectually estop the plea, untenable in all cases, that legis- 
lation given by Moses was corrected by Christ, so that the lat- 
ter made things sins, which Moses made right. For all this 
was under the new dispensation, or at least after the utterance 
of the commands by Christ which furnish the argument of the 
Quakers. 
Those commands are found in Matt. v : 34 and 37; Jas. v: 
ie 12. Their claim is, that these prohibitions 
a pa ama aay are meant to forbid oaths under all possible 
circumstances; that the language is absolute, 
and we have no right to limit it. I reply, that if this view be 
pressed, all that is gained will be to represent Christ and Paul 
as expressly violating the new law. An understanding of the 
circumstances relieves the case. The Jewish elders had cor- 
rupted the third commandment by teaching that a man might 
interlard his common conversation with oaths, provided he did 
not swear falsely. They also taught that one might swear by 
anything else than the name of God, as his own head, or Jeru- 
. salem. Against these corruptions our Saviour’s precept is 
aimed. In our common intercourse we are not to swear at all, 
because the suitable and solemn juncture is lacking. When 
that juncture is present, what more reasonable than the appeal 
to God; that God who is, by His omniscience and providence, 
the actual witness and umpire of all such declarations. But, 
in conclusion, it is a great abuse for the magistrate to multiply 
oaths on frivolous occasions. 


LECTURE XXXII. 
FIRST TABLE. (4th COMMANDMENT.) 


— 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What is required and forbidden in the Fourth Commandment? 
Shorter Catechism, Qu. 57-62. Larger Cat., Qu. 115-121. 

2. How is the Sabbath to be sanctified ? 
Larger Cat., Qu. 117-120. Ridgeley, Qu. 117, 118. 

3. Give the practical reasons for the careful observance of the Sabbath. 
Larger Cat., Qu. 120, 121. Justin Edwards’ ‘‘Sabbath-Manual.”’ 

4. Is the observance of the Lord’s day now binding, juve divino? (a) Because 
the Sabbath was in force befure Moses; (b) The commandment is moral and perpet- 
ual, not merely positive; (c) The New Testament teaches this, when properly 
explained ; (d) rst day substituted for 7th by divine authority; (e) History of opin- 
luis and usages. 

Jonathan Edwards’ Sermons, 13, 14, 15, Vol. vi. Turrettin, Loc. xi, Qu. 13, 
14. Calvin, Inst., bk. ii, ch. 8, 8 28-34. Commentaries on Matt. xii, and Col. 
ii: 16,17. Appendix. to Fairbairn’s Typology, 2nd Edit. Dr. Green’s Lec- 
tures 42, 43. Neander’s ‘‘ Planting and Training,” Vol. i, ch. v,, Augsburg 
Conf. and Luther’s Catechism. Genevan Cat. of Calvin. Racovian Cat.. 
Dr. Nicholas Bound, ‘‘ Sabéatum Veteris et Novi Test.” Hodge, Theol., Vol. 

il, ch. 19, 2 8. 
; ‘HERE is, perhaps, no subject of Christian practice on which 
there is, among sincere Christians, more practical diversity 
Sea ha and laxity of conscience than the duty of 

ta S e 
on... CSabbath observance. We find that, in theory, 
almost all Protestants now profess the views 
once peculiar to Presbyterians and other Puritans; but, in 
actual life, there is, among good people, a variety of usages, 
from a laxity which would almost have satisfied the party of 
Archbishop Laud, up to the sacred strictness of the ‘ Sabba- 
tarians’” whom he and his adherents reviled and persecuted. It 
is a Curious question: how it has come about that the con- 
sciences of devout and sincere persons have allowed them such 
license of disobedience to a duty acknowledged and important ; 
while on other points of obligation equally undisputed, the’ 
Christian world endeavors, at least, to maintain the appearance 
of uniform obedience. The solution is probably to be found, 
in part, in the historical fact, of which many intelligent Chris- 
tians are not aware—that the communions founded at the 
Reformation, were widely and avowedly divided in opinion as 
to the perpetuity of the Sabbath obligation. A number of the 
Reformation churches, including some of the purest, professed 
that they saw no obligation in the Scriptures to any peculiar 
Sabbath observance; and the neglect of everything except 
attendance on the public exercise of Christianity, and that ces- 
sation of secular labor required by secular statutes was, in them, 
at least consistent. Now the descendants of these communions, 
in this mixed country, live dispersed among the descendants of 
Presbyterians and Puritans; and while they no longer defend 
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the looser theory of their forefathers, they retain the tradition- 
ary practices and customs in their use of the sacred day. Thus, 
by example and the general intermingling of religions, a remiss 
usage is propagated, which is far beneath the present professed 
theory of Protestant Christendom. And hence, we conceive 
that it will be interesting and profitable to give a history of 
opinions on this subject, before we proceed to that full discus- 
sion of the whole grounds of our. belief and practice which we 
shall attempt. 

It may be stated then, in general terms, that since the 
primitive times of Christianity, two diverse 
opinions have prevailed in the Christian world. 
The first is that adopted by the Romish, Lu- 
theran, and most of the continental communions in Europe, in- 
cluding, it must be confessed, those founded by Calvin. This 
theory teaches that the proper sanctification of one day from 
every seven was a ceremonial, typical, and Jewish custom, 
established when the Levitical institutions were introduced; 
and, of course, abrogated by the better dispensation, along with 
the rest of the typical shadows. The Lord’s day is, indeed, 
worthy of observance as a Christian festival, because it is the 
weekly memorial of the blessed resurrection, and the example 
of the primitive Church commends it; not because its obli- 
gation is now jure divino. The cessation of our worldly labors 
is a beneficent and commendable civil institution; and while 
the magistrates enjoin it, is, for this reason, of course to be prac- 
tised by all good citizens. Publicand associated worship is also 
a duty of Christians; and, in order that it may be associated, it 
must be upona stated day and hour; and what day so appro- 
priate as this, already famous for the great event of the new 
dispensation, and set apart by civil laws from the purposes of 
business. But this is all, To observe the whole day as a reli- 
gious rest, under the supposition of a religious obligation, would 
be to Judaize, to remand ourselves to the bondage of the old 
and darker dispensation. | 

The second opinion is that embodied in the Westminster 
symbols, and, to the honour of Presbyterianism be it said, first 
avowed in modern times, even among Protestants, by that party 
in England. This is, that the setting apart of some stated por- 
tion of our time to the special and exclusive worship of God, is 
a duty of perpetual and moral obligation (as distinguished from 
postive or ceremonial), and that our- Maker has, from the cre- 
ation, and again on Sinai, appointed for all races and ages, that 
this portion shall be one day out of seven. But when the cere- 
monial dispensation of Levi was superadded to this and the 
other institutions of the original, patriarchal religion, the seventh 
day did) in addition, become a type and a Levitical holy-day ; 
and the theory admits that this feature has passed away with the 
Jewish ceremonial. After the resurrection of Christ, the per- 
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petual Divine obligation of a religious rest was transferred to 
the first day of the week, and thence to the end of the world, 
the Lord’s day is the Christian’s Sabbath, by Divine and ‘apos- 
tolic appointment, and is to be observed with the same religious 
spirit enjoined upon the patriarchs, and the Israelites, abating 
those features which proceeded from its ceremonial use among 
the latter, and from their theocratic government. 
Among the advocates of the first opinion is to be adduced 
fh first the Roman Catholic communion. This 
Tp Ames statement must, however, be made with quali- 
fication; for the ‘““Romish Catechism” of Pope Pius V., em- 
bodying the opinions of the Council of Trent (P. iii, ch. iv), 
treats of the Lord’s day more scripturally, in some respects, 
than many Protestants. But this correctness of opinion is griev- 
ously marred by the doctrine, that the other Church holidays 
are sustained by equal authority with the Lord’s day—the 
authoritative tradition of the Church. Bellarmine also argues 
that it must be allowable to the true Church to make the obser- 
vance of sacred days of human appointment binding on the 
conscience, because otherwise the Church would have no sacred 
days at all, since none whatever are enjoined in the New Testa- 
ment. This reasoning obviously proceeds upon the assumption 
that there is no other sort of obligation for the Lord’s day than 
for a Church festival. The well-known practice of Romish 
Christians, prevalent in all Popish countries, and unrebuked by 
the priesthood, sustains exactly that theory of Sabbath observ- 
ance which we first described. After the duties of confession 
and hearing mass are performed in the morning, the rest of the 
holy-day is unhesitatingly devoted to idleness, amusements, or 
actual vice. | 
The Lutheran communion, as ordered by Luther, Melanc- 
thon, and their coadjutors, held that it was 
lawful and proper for Church authorities to 
ordain days, and rites not contrary to the letter or spirit of 
Scripture, but additional to those appointed therein. It was, 
indeed, one of the most constant and noble parts of their 
testimony against Rome, that it was spiritual tyranny for any 
Church authority, however legitimate, to ordain anything con- 
trary to the letter or spirit of Scripture, or to enforce any ordi- 
nance of human authority, however innocent, as binding on the 
Christian conscience, or as necessary to acceptance with God. 
But they taught that the rulers of the Church might lawfully — 
institute rites, ordinances and holy-days, consonant to the Word 
of God, though additional to those set down in it; and that 
they might lawfully change such ordinances, from time to time, 
as convenience and propriety required. But they could only 
invite, they could not compel the compliance of their brethren ; 
and this compliance was to be rendered, not of necessity, but 
from considerations of Christian comity, peace and conveni- 
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ence. When days or ordinances additional to Scripture were 
thus enjoined, and thus observed, it was held proper, lawful and 
praiseworthy, in both rulers and ruled. And the Lutheran sym- 
bols expressly assert that it was by this kind of Church au- 
thority, and not jure divino, that the observance of the Lord’s 
day obtained among Christians; and that it could not be scrip- 
turaily made binding on the conscience of Christians any more 
than the observance of Easter or Christmas, or of any other 
day newly instituted by a Church court, in accordance with 
Christian convenience and edification. They also teach that the 
Sabbath, with its strict and enforced observances, was purely a 
Levitical institution. In the 28th article of the Augsburg Con- 
fession, which treats of “the power of the bishops or clergy,” 
we find the following [We will take the liberty of italicising 
those phrases which we wish to be particularly weighed]: 
“What, then, should be held concerning Sunday and other 
stmilar Church ordinances and ceremonies?” To this our party 
make the following reply: That the bishops or pastors may 
make regulations, in order that things may be carried on orderly 
in the Church, not in order to obtain the grace of God, nor yet 
in order to atone for sins, or to bind the consciences of men 
with them, to hold them as necessary services of God, and to 
regard them as if they commit sin, if they break them without 
offence to others. Thust St. Paul, in the Corinthians, ordains 
that the women in the congregation should cover their heads; 
Pore xX. sa fo i le ke manner is the regulation 
concerning Sunday, concerning Easter, concerning Fentecost, and 
the like holy-days and rites. Those, then, who are of opinion 
that the regulation of Sunday instead of the Sabbath, was 
established as a thing necessary, err very much. For the Holy 
Scripture has abolished the Sabbath, and it teaches that all cere- 
monies of the old law, since the revelation of the Gospel, may 
be discontinued. And yet, as it was of need to ordain a certain 
day, so that the people might know when they should assemble, 
the Christian Church ordained Sunday for that very purpose, and 
possessed rather more inclination and willingness for this alter- 
ation, in order that the people might have an example of Chris- 
tian liberty, that they might know that neither the observance 
of the Sabbath, nor of any other day, is indispensable.” Me- 
lancthon, in the 8th article of his “apology,”  (“ Of human 
ordinances in the Church,’) briefly asserts the same view. “ Fur- 
ther, the most ancient ordinances however in the Church, as the 
three chief festivals, Sundays, and the like, which were estab- 
lished for the sake of order, union and tranquility, we observe 
with willingness. And with regard to these, our teachers preach 
to the people in the most commendatory manner; in the mean- 
time, however, holding forth the view, that they do not justify 
before God.” 

The evangelical Christians of Germany seem now to appre- 
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hend the prime necessity of a stricter Sabbath-observance for 
the interests of piety; and have recently combined to promote 
it. But it. will be vain for them to attempt to engraft such a 
reform on this doctrinal theory of Lutheranism. No plausible 
tampering with a doctrine so fundamentally erroneous will 
suffice. The connection between a false theory and a vicious 
practice is too inevitable. If the reform is to be established 
successfully, its foundation must be laid in the retraction of 
these opinions, and the explicit adoption of the Presbyterian. 
theory of the Lord’s day. 

It may here be added, that the Mennonite Church, both in 
Europe and America, holds substantially the Lutheran ideas of 
the Sabbath, and that their practice is influenced by them ina 
similar way. When this communion, led by Menno Simonis, set 
about ridding themselves of the reproach of fanatical Anabap- 
tism, they were careful to assume so much of the prevalent 
religion as they could consistently with their essential peculi- 
arities, in order to substantiate their plea that they were no 
longer a radical, political sect, but a proper, evangelical denomi- 
nation. The prevalent Protestantism of those countries was 
Lutheran ; and hence the theology of the Mennonites, and their 
ideas of Sabbath observance, are largely Lutheran. The articles 
of their most current confession are silent concerning the obser- 
vance of the Lord’s day. 

Next in order should be mentioned the opinions of the 
Socinian sect. The Racovian Catechism, the 
recognized Confession of this body, in the 
16th century, states their erroneous belief with unmistakable 
precision and brevity. Under the fourth commandment are the 
following questions and answers : 

‘What is the fourth commandment? ” 

‘Remember the Sabbath day to keep it holy.” — 

“What dost thou believe concerning this commandment ?”’ 

“T believe that it is removed under the new covenant, in 
the way in which other ceremonies, as they are called, are taken 
away.” 

‘Why, then, was it inserted in the decalogue? ” 

“Thus that it might be manifest the most absolute part of 
the Mosaic law was not perfect, and that some indication might 
exist of this fact, that a law was to succeed the Mosaic law, by 
far more perfect, the law, namely, of our Lord Jesus Christ.” _ 

“Did, or, did not, Christ ordain that we should observe the 
day which thev call Lord’s day, in place of the Sabbath ? ” 

“Not at au; since the religion of Christ entirely removes 
the distinction of days, just as it does the other ceremonies, as 
they are called; as the Apostle clearly writes in Col. ii: 16. 
But since we see that the Lord’s day has been celebrated from 
of old time by Christians, we permit the same liberty to all 
Christians.” ws. 
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A day of religious rest, then, according to Socinians is 
utterly abolished by Christ, just as the other Levitical ceremo- 
nies. 

As tothe ground held by the Anglican Church, concerning 

ih 2 fei aut the authority of the Lord’s day, its stand- 
can Chanh, © © ards are indecisive. It holds the same opin- 
ion with the Augsburg Confession, concerning 
the power of the Church to ordain rites, ceremonies, and holy- 
days, additional, but not contrary to the Scriptures; but it has 
not observed the scriptural modesty of the Lutherans, in enforc- 
ing the uniform observance of these human appointments. 
While its theory on this point is not greatly more exaggerated 
in words than that of the Augsburg Confession, its practice has 
been unspeakably more tyrannical. The twentieth of the - 
“Thirty-nine Articles,” (“Of the authority of the Church,’) 
says: “The Church hath power to decree rites or ceremonies, 
and authority in controversies of faith; and yet it is not lawful 
for the Church to ordain anything that is contrary to God’s 
Word written, &c.”’ The thirty-fourth says: “ Whosoever, 
through his private judgment, willingly and purposely doth 
openly break the traditions and ceremonies of the Church, 
which be not repugnant to the Word of God, and be ordained 
and approved by common authority, ought to be rebuked 
openly, (that other may fear to do the like,)as he that offended 
against the common order of the Church, and hurteth the 
authority of the magistrate, and woundeth the consciences of 
the weak brethren.” The articles contain no nearer reference 
to the Lord’s day. Our purpose in quoting these words will be 
seen in connection with the following from the thirteenth of the 
ecclesiastical canons and constitutions : 

All manner of persons within the Church of England, 

‘Due celebration of Shall from henceforth celebrate and keep the 
Sundays and holy. Lord’s day, commonly called Sunday, and 
Oy: other holy days, according to God’s holy 
will and pleasure, and the orders of the Church of England pre- 
scribed in that behalf,” &c. 

The Church of England, then, is not, by her standards, 
definitely committed to that loose theory which we have 
unfolded; but the assoctation of Sundays and holy-days, as 
equal in their claims, and the nature of their authority, is sig- 
nificant. The Church, according to these articles, has power to 
ordain days, additional to those appointed in Scripture, pro- 
vided they are not condemned in Scripture; and to enforce 
their observance by censures. And it is plainly implied that 
the obligation to keep a Sunday is only of the same character 
with the obligation to keep an Epiphany or Good Friday. 
Both are alike according to God’s holy will; but it is God’s 
will, not pronounced in Scripture, but through the authoritative 
decree of the Church. It was the primitive Church which 
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introduced the festivals of Epiphany and others; and it was the. 
same authority which introduced Sunday. As the thirty- 
tourth article claims that the same church authority which made, 
can unmake or alter these appointments, it would seem that even 
the Lord’s day might be liable to change by human authority. 

We proceed now to state the opinions of Calvin, and some 
of the Reformed Churches. By consulting 
Calvin’s Institutes, (B. 2, chap. 8), it will be 
seen that his views of Sabbath-observance are substantially 
those of Luther. He states that, among the Israelites, there 
were three grounds for the observance of the seventh day: 
first, that it might be a type of that cessation of the works of 
self-righteousness which true believers practice; second, that 
there might be a stated day for public worship ; and third, that 
domestic animals and servants might enjoy a merciful rest from 
bodily labor. Only the last two of these grounds.exist, accord- 
ing to Calvin, under the New Testament. Hence he says (ch. 
8,§ 33): ‘We celebrate it not with scrupulous rigor, as a 
ceremony which we conceive to be a figure of some spiritual 
mystery, but only use it as a remedy necessary to the preserva- 
tion of order in the Church.” In the previous section he says: 
“Though the Sabbath is abrogated, yet it is still customary 
among us to assemble on stated days, for hearing the Word, 
for breaking the mystic bread, and for public prayers; and also 
to allow servants and laborers a remission from their labor.” 
And in section 34: ‘ Thus vanish all the dreams of false proph- 
ets, who in past ages have infected the people with a Jewish 
notion, affirming that nothing but the ceremonial part of this 
commandment, which, according to them, is the appointment 
of the seventh day, has been abrogated; but that the moral 
part of it, that is, the observance of one day in seven, still 
remains, But this is only changing the day in contempt of the 
Jews, while they retain the same opinion of the holiness of a 
day; for, on this principle, the same mysterious signification 
would be attributed to particular days, which formerlly obtained 
among the Jews,” And in the same tenour, he remarks upon 
Col. ii; 16: (“ Let no man, therefore, judge you in meat or in 
drink, or in respect of a holy-day, or of the new moon, or of 
the Sabbath-days” “Such a distinction (of days) suited the 
Jews, to observe sacredly the appointed days, by separating 
them from other days. Among Christians, such a distinction 
hath ceased. But, somebody will say that we still retain some 
observance of days. I answer, that we by no means observe 
them, as if there were any religion in holy-days, or as if it 
were not right to labor then; but the regard is paid to polity 
and good order, not to the days.” 

To those who are aware of the close relationship between 
Socinianism and Arminianism, it will not be 
surprising that the latter sect, at its birth, 
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adopted an idea of the Lord’s day only less relaxed than that 
of the former. It is unnecessary to multiply citations; a single 
passage from Limborch, one of the distinguished heads of their 
seminary in Amsterdam, in his commentary on Romans xiv: 5, 
will be both sufficiently distinct and authoritative : 

Romans xiv: 5. “ Another esteemeth every day alike,” 
viz: (explains Limborch) “The converts to Christ from among 
the Gentiles, on whom the burden of the ritual law was never 
imposed, did not recognize this distinction of days, but esteemed 
all days equal, and one no more noble than another. It is 
true, indeed, that the apostles and primitive Church were 
already accustomed to assemble in sacred meetings the first 
day of the week; but not because they believed that day more 
eminent than any other, nor because they believed the rest of 
that day to be a part of Divine worship, as the rest of the 
seventh day had been under the law; nor that it must be 
observed with rigor, as formerly, under the law. By no means: 
but because it was convenient to designate some time for 
sacred exercises: and that a man might the better be at leisure 
for them, rest also from daily labor was required. The first day 
of the week, on which the Lord rose from the dead, (which is 
thus called the Lord’s day, Rev.i: 10), seemed most meet’ to 
be destined to these services; but not because it was judged 
more holy, or because a rigid rest and cessation of all work 
in observing that day was a part of Divine worship. For thus, 
it would have been not a taking off of the yoke, but a shifting 
of it.” 

On the whole, it may be said that the Protestant Churches 
of continental Europe have all occupied this 
ground, concerning the sanctification of the 
Lord’s day. These Churches, properly speaking, have never 
had the Sabbath; for it has only been to them a holy-day, 
ranking no higher than Christmas or Easter, or a season set 
apart by civil enactment, or a convenient arrangement for con- 
cert in public worship; and nota sacred day of Divine appoint- 
ment. The manner in which it is desecrated, commonly, through- 
out the Protestant States of the continent is shocking to the feel- 
ings and usages of strict, American Protestants; and seems to 
them to approximate only too much to the license of Popery. 
But we have now seen that this desecration is not an accidental 
irregularity: it is the natural and proper result of the theory in 
which these Churches have been educated since the Reforma- 
tion. That the greatest and best of the Reformers should have 
failed to embrace the truth concerning the Lord’s day, is indeed 
no subject of surprise. That men emerging at a bound from 
the meridian darkness of Popery into Gospel light should see 
all things correctly at first, was not to be expected. That they 
saw so many things “eye to eye,” and erred in so few, is a 
wonder, only to be explained by the presence of the Spirit of 
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all truth. It is wholesome to become acquainted with their few 
errors, and to explode them; for it will tend to correct that 
overweening spirit of party which ever prompts Christians to 
call themselves by the name of men, like those who said; “I 
am of Paul, and I of Apollos, and I of Cephas.” But it may 
well be inquired also, whether a part of the spiritual decline 
which has almost extinguished the true light in the ancient 
seats of Luther, Calvin, Witsius and De Moor, is not due to 
this misconception of Sabbath obligation, and its consequent 
neglect. The sacred observance of one day in seven is God's 
appointed means for the cultivation of piety: when piety van- 
ishes, orthodoxy necessarily follows it in due time. 

As has been already indicated, the first successful attempt 
to establish the theory of a Christian Sab- 
bath, since the Reformation, was made among 
the English Puritans. About the year 1595, a dissenting minis- 
ter of Suffolk, Dr. Nicholas Bound, published a book entitled 
“ Sabbatum Veteris et Novi Testament, or The True Doctrine of 
the Sabbath,’ in which he advocated the view afterwards 
adopted by the Westminister Assembly. This treatise had 
great currency amoung the devout dissenters and evangelical 
churchmen, and was the beginning of a discussion which con- 
tinued, under repeated attempts for its suppression by high 
church authorities, until the doctrines of the Puritans became 
those of the bulk of sincere Christians throughout Great Brit- 
ain and the American colonies. Archbishop Whitgift con- 
demned Dr. Bound’s book to suppression. James I., published 
his Declaration pf Sports, encouraging the people to dancing, 
trials of archery, erecting May-poles, and other amusements, at 
any hours of the Lord’s day not occupied by public worship. 
The flood of immoralities introduced by this measure became 
so odious, that the secular magistrates, at the urgent instance 
of the people themselves, suppressed the Sunday. sports. 
Under Charles I., Laud invoked the aid of his clergy to re- 
establish them; and the strange spectacle was seen of the laity 
petitioning against the profane desecration of the sacred day, 
and their spiritual guides compelling them to perpetrate it! 
(Neal, Hist. of the Puritans, vol. 1, ch. viii; vol. 2, ch. 2-5. 

The first great Synod which ever propounded, in modern 

Heist cha tor, wages, the true doctrine of the Lord's day, 
biy. was the Westminster Assembly. Their Con- 
fession of Faith, which is now the standard 
of the Scotch, Irish and American Presbyterian, and of many 
independent Churches, states the truth so luminously, (ch. xxi : 
§ 7-8), that we shall repeat their words here, though familiar, as 
the best statement of the proposition and text of our subse- 
quent discussion. 

“Sec. 7. As it is of the law of nature that, in general, a 

due proportion of time be set apart for the worship of God; so 
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in His word, by a positive, moral, and perpetual commandment, 
binding all men, in all ages, He hath particularly appointed one 
day in seven for a Sabbath, to be kept holy unto Him; which 
from the beginning of the world to the resurrection of Christ, 
was the last day of the week; and, from the resurrection of 
Christ, was changed into the first day of the week, which in 
Scripture is called the Lord’s day, and is to be continued to the 
end of the world as the Christian Sabbath.” 

“Sec. 8. This Sabbath is then kept holy unto the Lord, 
when men after a due preparing of their hearts, and ordering 
of their common affairs beforehand, do not only observe an 
holy rest all the day from their own works, words, and thoughts, 
about their worldly employments and recreations; but also are 
taken up the whole time in the public and private exercises of 
His worship, and in the duties of necessity and mercy.” 

As the doctrinal articles of the Westminster Assembly 
were generally adopted by the Calvinistic dissenters of England 
and America, they also embraced these views of the Sabbath. 
The reader will now easily comprehend, from this historical re- 
view, what would naturally be the views of these several denomi- 
nations concerning Sabbath-observance, and what is the legiti- 
mate source of that diversity, vagueness and license, which are 
exhibited in this country, in our Sabbath usages. To partic- 
ularize further would be unnecessary, and might be supposed 
invidious. ' 

We proceed now to the attempt to give a full but summary 

ane a phaad a “statement of the grounds upon which Pres- 
West byterians assert the doctrine of a Christian 
Sabbath as it is set forth in their Confession. 
And first: it is most obvious, thatif the Sabbath-law contained in 
the decalogue is “a positive, moral and perpetual command- 
ment, binding all men, in all ages,” and not ceremonial and pos- 
itive, like the Jewish laws of meats, new moons and sacrifices, 
it cannot have passed away along with the other temporary 
shadows of Judaism. If it was not introduced by the Leviti- 
cal economy for the first time, but was in force before, and if 
it was binding not on Jews only, but on all men, then the abro- 
gation of that economy cannot have abrogated that which it 
did not institute. The Apostle Paul justifies us here, by using 
an argument exactly parallel in a similar case. “The covenant 
that was confirmed before of God in Christ, the law which was 
four hundred and thirty years after cannot disannul.” Gal. iii : 
17. Upon the question whether the fourth commandment was 
of Mosaic origin, or earlier, the fathers were divided : and this 
fact is another among the many proofs of their slender acquaint- 
ance with the Hebrew literature and antiquities. 

That it is a positive, moral, and perpetual command, we 
argue from the facts that there isa reason in the nature of 
things, making such an institution necessary to man’s religious 
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interests; and that this necessity is substantially the same in all 
ages and nations. That it is man’s duty to worship God, 
none will dispute. Nor will it be denied that this worship 
should be in part social; because man is a being of social affec- 
tions, and subject to social obligations; and because one of the 
great ends of worship is the display of the Divine glory before 
our fellow-creatures. Social worship cannot be conducted 
without the appointment of a stated day ; and what more reas- 
onable than that the Divine authority, who is the object of this 
worship, should meet this necessity, by Himself fixing the day 
for all mankind? And even for the cultivation of our indi- 
vidual devotion, a periodical season is absolutely necessary to 
creatures of habit and of finite capacities, like us. What is 
not regularly done will soon be omitted ; for periodical recur- 
rence is the very foundation of habit. Unless these spiritual 
thoughts and exercises were attached to some certain season, 
they would inevitably be pushed out of the minds of carnal 
and sensuous beings like man, by the cares of this world. Now, 
when it is our duty to perform a certain work, it is also our duty 
to employ all the necessary means for it. The question, 
whether the Sabbath command is moral or positive, seems, 
therefore, to admit of a very simple solution. Whether one 
day in six, or one in eight, might not have seemed to the 
Divine wisdom admissible for this purpose; or which day of 
the seven, the first or last, should be consecrated to it, or what 
should be the particular external ceremonies for its observance ; 
all these things, we freely admit, are of merely positive institu- 
tion, and may be changed by the Divine Legislator. But that 
man shall observe some stated, recurring period of religious 
worship, is as much a dictate of the natural reason and con- 
science, as immediate a result of the natural relations of man 
to God, as that man shall worship his God at all. And no rea- 
son can be shown why this original moral obligation was more 
or less stringent upon the Israelites of the Mosaic period, than 
on men before or since them. If the ground of the Sabbath 
institution, in the moral relations existing by nature, is universal 
and perpetual, is it not reasonable to expect the precept to be 
so also ? 

We argue further, that the enactment of the Sabbath-law 
does not date from Moses, but was coeval 
with the human race. It is one of the two 
| first institutions of paradise. The sanctifica- 
tion of the seventh day took place from the very end of the 
week of creation. (Gen. ii: 3.) For whose observance was 
the day, then, consecrated or set apart, if not for man’s? Not 
for God’s; because the glorious paradox is forever true of Him, 
that His ineffable quiet is as perpetual as His ever-active provi- 
dence. Not surely for the angels’, but for Adam’s. Doubtless, 
Eden witnessed the sacred rest of him and his consort from 
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“ The toil 
Of their sweet gardening labor, which sufficed 
To recommend cool zephyr, and made ease 
More easy, wholesome thirst and appetite 
More grateful.” 


And from that time downward, we have indications, brief 
indeed, but as numerous as we should expect in the brief 
record of Genesis and Exodus, and sufficient to show that the 
Sabbath continued to be an institution of the patriarchal relig- 
ion. A slight probable evidence of this may even be found in 
the fact, that seven has ever been a sacred and symbolical num- 
ber, among Patriarchs, Israelites, and Pagans. In Genesis we 
read of the “seven clean beasts,” the “seven we!l-favoured,” 
and “seven lean kine,” the “seven ears of corn, rank and good.” 
Now there is no natural phenomenon to suggest the number: 
for no noted heavenly body, or natural element, revolves pre- 
cisely in seven hours, days, weeks, or months. Whence the 
peculiar idea everywhere attached to the number, if not from 
the institution of a week for our first parents? But to proceed 
to more solid facts: It is at least probable that the “end of 
days,” (Gen. iv : 3), rendered in our version, ‘“‘ process of time,” 
at which Cain and Abel offered their sacrifices, was the end of 
the week, the seventh, or Sabbath-day. In Gen. vii: 10, we 
find God Himself observing the weekly interval in the prepara- 
tions for the flood. We find another clear hint of the observ- 
ance of the weekly division of time by Noah and his family in 
their floating prison. (Gen. viii: 10-12.) The patriarch twice 
waited a period of seven days to send out his dove. From 
Gen. xxix : 27, we learn that it was customary among the patri- 
archs of Mesopotamia, in the days of Laban, to continue a 
wedding festival a week; and the very term of service rendered 
by Jacob for his two wives, shows the use made of the number 
seven as the customary duration of a contract for domestic ser- 
vitude. Gen. 1: 10, shows us that at the time of Jacob’s death, 
a week was also the length of the most honourable funeral 
exercises. In Exod. xii: 3-20, we find the first institution of 
the passover, when as yet there were no Mosaic institutions. 
This feast was also appointed to last a week. In Exodus xvi: 
22-30, where we read the first account of the manna, we find 
the Sabbath institution already in force; and no candid mind 
will say that this is the history of its first enactment. It is 
spoken of as a rest with which the people ought to have been 
familiar. But the people had not yet come to Sinai, and none 
of its institutions had been given. Here, then, we have the 
Sabbath’s rest enforced on Israel, before the ceremonial law 
was set up, and two weekly variations wrought in the standing 
miracle of the manna, in order to facilitate it. And when at 
length we come to the formal command of the decalogue, it is 
expressed in terms which clearly indicate that the Sabbath was 
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an institution already known, of which the obligation was now 
only re-affirmed. 

The very fact that this precept found a place in the awful 
“ten words,” is of itself strong evidence that 
it is not a positive and ceremonial, but a 
moral and perpetual statute. Confessedly, 
there is nothing else ceremonial here. An eminent distinction 
was given as we saw, Lect. 30th, to the subjects of these ten 
commands, by the mode in which God delivered them. How 
can it be believed that this one ceremonial precept has been 
thrust in here, where all else is of obligation as old, and as uni- 
versal as the race? This is strengthened also by the reflection 
that the ground first assigned in Genesis, and here repeated for 
its enactment, is in no sense Jewish or national. God’s work 
of creation in six days, and His rest on the seventh, have just 
as much relation to one tribe of Adam’s descendants as to 
another. Note the contrast: that, in many cases, when cere- 
monial and Jewish commands are given, like the passover, a 
national or Jewish event is assigned as its ground, like the 
exodus from Egypt. 

The assertion that the Sabbath was coeval with the human 
race, and was intended for the observation of 
all, receives collateral confirmation also from 
the early traditions concerning it, which per- 
vade the first Pagan literature. It can hardly be supposed that 
Homer and Hesiod borrowed from the books of Moses, sab- 
batical allusions which would have been to their hearers unin- 
telligible. They must be the remnants of those primeval tra- 
ditions of patriarchal religion, which had been transferred by 
the descendants of Japheth, to the isles of Chittim. The early 
allusions to a sacred seventh day may be sufficiently exhibited 
by citing a collection of them from Eusebius’ Preparatio Evan- 
gelica (L. xili, § 13), which he quotes from the Stromata of 
Clement of Alexandria. The latter father is represented as 
saying: “That the seventh day is sacred, not the Hebrews 
only, but the Gentiles also acknowledge, according to which 
the whole universe of animals and vegetables revolves.” Hes- 
iod, for instance, thus says concerning it: 

“The first, the fourth also, and the seventh is a sacred day.” 
(Ieoov “Hyap.) Dierum, line 6. 

And again: “The seventh day once more, the splendid 
dawn of the sun.” 


And Homer: “The seventh day then arrived, the sacred 
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tion. 


day. 
Again: “The seventh was sacred.” 
“The seventh dawn was at hand, and with this all the 
series is completed.” 


And once more: “On the seventh day, we left the stream 
of Acheron.” t 
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And thus also writes Callimachus the poet: “It was now 
the Sabbath day: and with this all was accomplished.” 

Again: “‘The seventh day is among the fortunate; yea, 
the seventh is the parent-day.” 

Again: “ The seventh day is first, and the seventh day is 
the complement.” 

And: “ All things in the starry sky are found in sevens; 
and shine in their ordained cycles.’’ 

“ And this day, the elegies of Solon also proclaim as more 
sacred, in a wonderful mode.” 

Thus far Clement and Eusebius. Josephus, in his last book 
against Apion, affirms that “there could be found no city, 
either of the Grecians co: Barbarians, who owned not a seventh 
day’s rest from labour.” This of course is exaggerated. Philo, 
cotemporary with Josephus, calls the Sabbath éopty mdvdypoc. 

We argue once more, that the Sabbath never was a Leviti- 
cal institution, because God commanded its 
observance both by Jews and Gentiles, in 
the very laws of Moses. ‘In it thou shalt 
not do any work, thou, nor thy son, nor thy daughter, thy man- 
servant, nor thy maid-servant, nor thy cattle, nor thy stranger that 
is within thy gates.” To see the force of the argument from this 
fact, the reader must contrast the jealous care with which “the 
stranger,” the pagan foreigner residing in an Israelitish commu- 
nity, was prohibited from all share in their ritual services. No 
foreigner could partake of the passover—it was sacrilege. He 
was even forbidden to enter the court of the temple where the 
sacrifices were offered, at the peril of his life. Now, when the 
foreigner is commanded to share the Sabbath-rest, along with 
the Israelite, does not this prove that rest to be no ceremonial, no 
type, like the passover and the altar, but a universal moral 
institution, designed for Jew and Gentile alike? 

We have thus established this assertion on an impregnable 
basis, because the argument from it is direct 
and conclusive. If the Sabbath command 
was in full force before Moses, the passing away of Moses’ law 
does not remove it. If it always was binding, on grounds as 
general as the human race, on all tribes of mankind, the disso- 
lution of God’s special covenant with the family of Jacob did 
not repeal it. If its nature is moral and practical, the substitu- 
tion of the substance for the types does not supplant it. The 
reason that the cermonial laws were temporary was that the 
necessity for them was temporary. They were abrogated be- 
cause they were no longer needed. But the practical need for 
a Sabbath is the same in all ages. When it is made to appear 
that this day is the bulwark of practical religion in the world, 
that its proper observance everywhere goes hand in hand with 
piety and the true worship of God; that where there is no Sab- 
bath there is no Christianity, it becomes an impossible supposi- 
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tion that God would make the institution temporary. The 
necessity for the Sabbath has not ceased, therefore it is not 
abrogated. In its nature, as well as its necessity, it is a per- 
manent, moral command. All such laws are as incapable of 
change as the God in whose character they are founded. Un- 
like mere positive or ceremonial ordinances, the authority of 
which ceases as soon as God sees fit to repeal the command for 
them, moral precepts can never be repealed; because the pur- 
pose to repeal them would imply a change in the unchangeable, 
and a depravation in the perfect character of God. 
We will now proceed, in the second place, to consider 
Sane eee the passages of the New Testament from 
not Abrogate. which the abrogation of the Sabbath obliga- 
tions has been argued, together with some 
considerations growing out of them. In atempting to refute the 
exposition and arguments of those who advocate the repeal of 
those obligations, we shall not pause to attribute each gloss 
which we reject to its special author, or load our page with cita- 
tations of learned names. It may be remarked once for all in 
the outset, that the erroneous expositions of Calvin are far the 
least objectionable, and at the same time, the most subtle and 
acute; and that those of Neander are in full contrast with his 
in both these respects. 
The first passage is that contained, with some variation, in 
Rr eet ee Matt. xii: 1-8; Mark ii: 23-28 ; Luke vi: 
ii: 23-28; Luke vi: 1-5, 175: The reader, on examining these places 
in connection, and supplying from the second 
or third evangelist what is omitted by the first, will find that our 
Lord advances five ideas distinguishable from each other. His 
hungry and wearied disciples, passing with Him through the 
fields of ripe corn, had availed themselves of the permission of 
Deut. xxiii : 25, to pluck, rub out, and eat some grains of wheat, 
as a slight refreshment. The Pharisees. seize the occasion to 
cavil that He had thus permitted them to break the Sabbath- 
law, by engaging in the preparation of their food in sacred 
time ; objecting thus against the trivial task of rubbing out, and 
winnowing from the chaff a few heads of wheat as they walked 
along. Our Saviour defends them and himself by saying, in 
the first place, that the necessity created by their hunger justi- 
fied the departure from the letter of the law, as did David’s 
necessity, when, fleeing for his life, he employed the shew-bread 
(and innocently) to relieve his hunger ; second, that the example 


of the priests; who performed necessary manual labour without © 


blame about the temple on the Sabbath, justified what His dis- 
ciples had done ; third, that God preferred the compliance with 
the spirit of His law, which enjoins humanity and mercy, over a 
mere compliance with its outward rites; for, in the fourth 
place God’s design in instituting the Sabbath had been purely 
a humane one, seeing He had intended it, not as a burdensome 
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ceremonial to gall the necks of men to no benevolent purpose, 
but as a means of promoting the true welfare of the human 
race; and last, that He Himself, as the Messiah, was the Divine 
and Supreme authority in maintaining the Sabbath law, as well 
as all others—so that it was enough for Him to pronounce that 
His disciples had made no infraction of it. 

The first general view presented hereupon by the anti- 

ea gag es (hs Sabbatarians is, that Christ here, for the first 
finés Jewish Sabbath, time, introduces the freer, more lenient law 
of the new dispensation, by His Messianic 

authority, as a substitute for the stricter Mosaic law. The 
simple and short answer is, that it is the Sabbath as it ought to 
be observed by Jews, under the Mosaic laws, which our Saviour 
is here expounding. The new dispensation had not yet come; 
and was not to begin till Pentecost. After all this discussion, 
Christ complied with all the requisitions of the Levitical insti- 
tutions up to His death. If then, any thing is relaxed, it is the 
Mosaic Sabbath, as Jews should keep it, which is the subject of 
the alteration. But we wish the reader to bear in mind, asa 
point important here and hereafter, that our Saviour does not 
claim any relaxation at all for His disciples. The whole drift of 
His argument is to show that when the Mosaic law of the Sab- 
bath is properly understood, (as Jews should practice it,) His 
disciples have not broken itatall. They have complied with it ; 
and need no lowering of its sense in order to escape its con- 
demnation. Bearing this in mind, we proceed to the second 
erroneous inference. This is, that our Saviour illustrates and 
expounds the Sabbath law, by two cases of other laws merely 
ceremonial, the disposition of the old shew-bread and the Sab- 
bath sacrifices. Hence, the inference, that the Sabbath also is 
but a ceremonial law. But to those who will notice how entirely 
the Jewish Scriptures neglect, in their practical recitals and dis- 
cussions of religious duties, the distinction which we make 
between the “ moral” and the “ positive,” this inference will be 
seen to be utterly worthless. The Jewish mind never paused to 
express the distinction, in its practical views of duty. See how 
Moses mixes, in Exodus, prohibitions against idolatry, or hew- 
ing the stones of which the altar was made: against eating 
flesh torn of beasts in the field, and bearing false witness. See 
how Ezek. (ch. xviii,) conjoins eating upon the mountains and 
taking usury on a loan, with idolatry and oppression, in his de- 
scription of the sins of his cotemporaries. But again: It has 
been admitted that the external and formal details of Sabbath 
observance may be of only positive obligation, while the obli- 
gation to keep religiously a stated season is moral. It does not, 
then, at all imply that the substantial observance of such a 
stated day is not of moral and perpetual obligation, because 
any of those details concerning the labours of necessity or 
mercy which are wholly compatible with such observance, are 
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illustrated by comparison with other ceremonial precepts. Itis 
argued again, that “ our Saviour, in His third point, implies that 
Sabbath observance is but ceremonial, while the duty of mercy 
is of moral obligation, when He indicates that if the two 
clash, the Sabbath observance is to give way. “ The positive 
gives way to the moral.” The force of this is entirely removed 
by recalling the fact that it is not a failure of Sabbath observ- 
ance, which He excuses by the argument that the positive 
should give place to the moral; but it is an incidental labour of 
necessity wholly compatible with Sabbath observance.. There 
had been no failure. Nor is it true that when we are com- 
manded to let one given duty give place to the higher demands 
of another, the former is, therefore, only positive, while the 
latter is moral. There is a natural, moral, and perpetual obli- 
gation to worship God; and yet it might be our duty to sus- 
pend any acts of worship, to almost any number, in order to 
meet the demands of urgent cases of necessity calling for our 
compassion. The wise man expresses precisely the sense of 
our Saviour’s argument when he says: “To do justice and 
judgment is more acceptable to the Lord than sacrifice.” (Prov. 
xxi: 3.) And the meaning is, that. the formal acts of religious 
worship, though in general “demanded by nature and reason, are 
less important in God’s eyes than the direct acts which express 
the true spirit of holiness in which religion consists. “ Sacri- 
fice,’ both here, and in our Saviour’s citation from Samuel, 
represents the whole general idea of outward religious worship. 
It is not because “ sacrifice” is merely ceremonial, that it is 
postponed in importance, to mercy and justice, but because it 
is external, and may be merely formal. Religious worship, 
here intended by the more special term “sacrifice,” is surely 
not a duty merely ceremonial and positive in its obligations, 
though external. Our Saviour, then, does not imply that the 
Sabbath is an institution merely ceremonial, by comparing it to 
sacrifice. 

The perverted gloss of the fourth idea: “The Sabbath is 
made for man,” is almost too shallow to needexposure. It has 
been used as though it sanctioned the notion, that man was not 
interided to be cramped by the Sabbath, but, on the contrary, 
it was intended to yield to his convenience and gratification. 
But since the object of the Sabbath is here stated to be a 
humane one, namely, the promotion of man’s true welfare, it 
must be settled what that true welfare is, and how it may be 
best promoted, before we are authorized to conclude that we 
may do what we please with the holy-day. If it should appear 
that man’s true welfare imperatively demands a Sabbath-day, 
strictly observed and fenced in with Divine authority, the 
humanity of the Divine motive in giving a Sabbath would argue 
any thing else than the license inferred from it. 

The concluding words of the passage, in Matthew, have 
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suggested an argument which is at least 
more plausible. Calvin paraphrases them 
thus: “The Son of man, agreeably to His authority, is able to 
relax the Sabbath-day just as the other legal ceremonies.’’ And 
just before: “ Here He saith that power is given to. Him to re- 
lease His people from the necessity of observing the Sabbath.” 
The inference is obvious, that if this is His scope in these 
words, then the Sabbath must be admitted by us to be only a 
ceremonial institution; for we have ourselves argued that moral 
laws are founded on the unchangeable nature of God Himself, 
and will never be changed, because God cannot change. But 


Christ does not Remit. 


_ this is clearly a mistaken exposition. It may be noted that the 


conjunction which is rendered by Calvin and the English ver- 
sion, ‘the Son of man is Lord even (or also) of the Sabbath- 
day,’ is, unanimously rejected by modern editors of the text. 
Calvin, of course, makes this conjunction regard the ceremonials 
just mentioned: “ The Son of Man is Lord of the Sabbath also,” 
(as well as of matters of shew-bread and sacrifice). But we should 
almost certainly read the clause without the conjunction: “ If 
ye had known what this means, ‘I prefer mercy rather than 
sacrifice, ye would not have condemned the innocent. For the 
Son of Man is Lord of the Sabbath.” What force shall we 
assign to the illative “for,’’ wholly neglected by Calvin? There 
is no reasonable explanation of it, but that which makes it 
introduce the ground on which the innocence of the disciples 
is asserted. ‘“‘These men, blamed by you, are innocent; it is 
enough that I defend them: for I am Lord of the Sabbath. 
This law is my law. Mine is the authority which enacts it, and 
if I am satisfied, that itself is innocence in my subjects.” But 
this is comparatively unimportant. The evident reason which 
shows Calvin’s paraphrase to be entirely a misconception, is 
this: As we have said, the whole drift of our Saviour’s argu- 
ment is not to excuse His disciples, but to defend them. He 
does not claim that the Sabbath law, as enacted for Jews, must 
needs be relaxed, in order to admit the conduct of the dis- 
ciples; but that this law justified their conduct. He concludes 
His defence by telling their accusers, ‘you have condemned the 
innocent.” Now, to represent Him as shielding them by assert- 
ing a right in Himself to relax the Sabbath law for them, makes 
Him adopt in the end a ground of defence contradictory to the 
former. The last argument would stultify all the previous ones. 
And, as a question of fact, is it true, that Christ did, at this 
time, exercise His divine authority to relax any Mosaic institu- 
tion in favour of His disciples? Is it not notorious, on the 
contrary, that He taught them to give an exemplary compliance 
in every respect, until the time was fully come after His resur- 
rection ? 

But to conclude. It is most obvious that, whatever is our 
exposition of the particular parts, our Saviour’s drift is to unfold 
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the true nature of the Mosaic Sabbath, as then obligatory on — 
Jews still obedient to the ceremonial law, as He admitted Him- 
self and His disciples to be; and not the nature of the Christian 
Sabbath. The latter was not to be introduced until many 
months after, as our opponents themselves admit. And this 
short view is a sufficient refutation in itself. 

It may be as well to notice here a supposed difficulty 

attending our argument. Itissaid: “If you 

still Require Renee deny that Christ promises any relaxation of 

the stringency of the Levitical Sabbath, as of 

a ceremonial yoke, then you ought in consistency to exact of 

Christians now as punctilious an observance as was. demanded 

of the old Jews, in every respect. You should refuse to make a 

fire in your dwellings on the Sabbath. You should seek to re- 

enact the terrible law of Numb. xv : 35, which punished a wretch 
with death for gathering a few sticks.” 

This is only skillful sophistry. We have not asserted that 
all the details of the Sabbath laws, in the books of Moses, were 
of perpetual moral obligation. We have not denied that some 
of them were ceremonial. The two instances mentioned, which 
are the only plausible ones which can be presented against us, 
are not taken from the decalogue, but from subsequent parts 
of the ceremonial books. Weexpressly contrasted the Sabbath 
precept as it stands in the “ten words” with all the rest, with 
reference to its perpetual, moral nature. The precept there 
contains only two points—rest from secular labour, and the 
sanctification of the day, which means in our view its appropri- 
ation to sacred services. The matter which is of perpetual 
moral obligation in the Sabbath law, is only this, that a finite, 
sensuous, and social being like man, shall have some periodical 
season statedly consecrated to religious services, (such season 
as God shall see fit to appoint). And all matters of detail and 
form which do not clash with this great end, are matters of 
mere positive enactment, which may be changed or repealed by 
Him who enacted them. But we can present several very con- 
sistent and sufficient reasons why the ceremonial details, added 
to the great moral law of the decalogue by the subsequent and 
ritual part of the Levitical legislation, should be more stringent, 
and enforced by heavier penalties, than among us. First: the 
Sabbath became to the Israelite not only a religious institution 
of moral obligation, but a type. It took rank with his new- 
moon, and his passover. Of this, more hereafter. But the very 
nature and design of a symbolical ritual demand that it shall be 
observed with technical accuracy. Next, the government was 
a theocracy, and no line whatever separated the secular and 
sacred statutes from each other. Hence, it is natural that 
offences should deserve very different penalties under such a 
government, and especially an offence aimed so especially 
against the Divine Chief Magistrate, as Sabbath labour. Third: 
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The Hebrews’ houses had no hearths, nor chimneys, except for 
cooking; so that in that warm climate a prohibition to light fire on 
the Sabbath is exactly equivalent to a prohibition to cook food 
onthe holy-day. Even if this prohibition were a part of the deca- 
logue, it would be a ridiculous sacrifice of its spirit to its letter, 
to compel us, in our wintry climate, to’ forego the fire which is 
hourly necessary to health and comfort. But as the prohibition 
signifies in its spirit, we freely admit that with us, as with the 
Jews, all culinary labours should be intermitted, except such as 
are demanded by necessity and mercy, or by the different nature 
of a part of the food on which civilized nations now subsist. 
For us to allow ourselves further license would be to palter with 
that which we have so carefully pointed out as the essential and 
perpetual substance of the Sabbath law—the cessation of labour, 
and the appropriation to religious pursuits of one day (not one 
fragment of a day) in seven. When the Confession of Faith 
says that we are commanded to rest “all the day” from our 
own employments and amusements, and to “take up the whole 
time’ in religious exercises, it only assumes that “a day” 
means, in the decalogue, a day. 

The second group of passages which are used against our 
theory of Sabbath obligation are, Rom. xiv; 5-6; Gal. iv: 
g-11; Col. ii: 16,17. To save the reader trouble, we will copy 
them. | 

“One man esteemeth one day above another; another 
esteemeth every day alike. Let every man 
be fully persuaded in his own mind. He 
that regardeth the day, regardeth it unto the 
Lord; and he that regardeth not the day, to the Lord he doth 
not regard it. He that eateth, eateth to the Lord, for he giveth 
God thanks; and he that eateth not, to the Lord he eateth not, 
and giveth God thanks.” 

“But now, after that ye have known God, or rather are 
known of God, how turn ye again to the weak and beggarly 
elements, whereunto ye desire again to be in bondage? Ye 
observe days, and months, and times, and years. I am afraid 
of you, lest I have bestowed upon you labour in vain.” 

“Let no man therefore judge you»in meat, or in drink, or 
in respect of an holy-day, or of the new-moon, or of the Sab- 
bath-days: Which are a shadow of things to come; but the 
body is of Christ.” 

The facts.in which all are agreed, which explain the 
Apostle’s meaning in these passages, are these: After the estab- 
lishment of the new dispensation, the Christians converted from 
among the Jews had generally combined the practice of Judaism 
with the forms of Christianity. They observed the Lord’s day, 
baptism, and the Lord’s supper; but they also continued to 
keep the seventh day, the passover, and circumcision. At first 
it was proposed by them to enforce this double system on all 

aon 


Rom. xiv; 5-6; Gal. 
iv : 9-11; Col, 11: 16, 17. 
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Gentile Christians ; but this project was rebuked by the meeting 
of apostles and elders at Jerusalem, recorded in Acts xv. A 
large part, however, of the Jewish Christians, out of whom ulti- 
mately grew the Ebionite sect, continued to observe the forms 
of both dispensations; and restless spirits among the mixed 
churches of Jewish and Gentile converts planted by Paul, con- 
tinued to attempt their enforcement on Gentiles also; some of 
them conjoining with this Ebionite theory the graver heresy of 
a justification by ritual observances. Thus, at this day, this 
spectacle was exhibited. In the mixed churches of Asia Minor 
and the West, some brethren went to the synagogue on Satur- 
day, and to the church-meeting on Sunday, keeping both days 
religiously ; while some kept only Sunday. Some felt bound to 
keep all the Jewish festivals and fasts, while others paid them 
no regard. And those who had not Christian light to apprehend 
these Jewish observances as non-essentials, found their con- 
sciences grievously burdened or offended by the diversity. It 
was to quiet this trouble that the apostle wrote these passages. 
Thus far we agree. 

We, however, further assert, that by the beggarly elements 
of “days,” ‘ months,” “times,” “years,” “holy-days,” “ new- 
moons,” ‘‘ Sabbath-days,” the apostle means Jewish festivals, 
and those alone. The Christian’s festival, Sunday, is not here 
in question ; because about the observance of this there was no 
dispute nor diversity in the Christian churches. Jewish and 
Gentile Christians alike consented universally in :ts sanctifica- 
tion. When Paul asserts that the regarding of a day, or the not 
regarding it, is a non-essential, like the eating or not eating of 
meats, the natural and fair interpretation is, that he means those 
days which were in debate, and no others. When he implies 
that some innocently “regarded every day alike,’ we should 
understand, every one of those days which were subjects of 
diversity—not the Christians’ Sunday, about which there was no 
dispute. 

But the other party give to Paul’s words a far more sweep- 

. . 6 
Re wt rs a) ang Benged They suppose him to assert ‘ that 
View—Reply. the new dispensation has detached the service 
of God from all connections with stated sea- © 
sons whatever; so that in its view, all days, Sabbath or Sun- 
day, Passover or Easter, should be alike to the Christian spirit. 
He who ceased to observe the Jewish days, in order to transfer 
his sabbatical observances, his stated devotions and special 
religious rest to the Christian days, was still in substance a 
Judaizer. He was retaining the Jewish bondage of spirit under 
a new form. The true liberty which Paul would teach was 
this: To regard no day whatever as more related to the 
Christian consciousness than any other day, and to make every 
day a rest from sin, pervading all with a sacred spirit by per- 
forming all its labours to the glory of God. This is the true, 
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thorough, and high ground, which the apostle called them to 
occupy with him. But opposition to Judaism, and reverence 
for Christ in His resurrection had led the Christians to hold 
their public meetings on Sunday instead of Saturday ; and 
some little allowance of set days (including Easter and Whit- 
suntide) had been granted to the weakness of the Christian 
life, which, in the common average of Christians, had not yet: 
risen to that level which would enable them, like Paul, to make 
every day equally a Lords’ day. This concession had been pos- 
sibly established with Paul’s connivance, certainly very early in 
the history of the Church; and, on the whole, was a very con- 
venient and useful human appointment.’ See this view in 
Neander, Hist., vol. i, § 3, vol. 2,§ 3; and Planting and Training 
vol. i: bk. 3, ch. v,§ 2. The chief argument by which he sup- 
ports his view is a perversion of the figurative and glowing 
language found in the few and not very perspicuous writings of 
the Christians immediately néxt to the apostles, where they 
speak affectionately of the Christian’s whole life as belonging 
to God by the purchase of redemption, and of the duties of 
every day as an oblation to His honour. The thankful spirit 
of the new dispensation, urges Neander, unlike the Jewish, 
felt itself constrained by gratitude for redemption to consecrate 
its whole life to God. Whatever the Christian’s occupation, 
whether secular or religious, all was alike done to the glory of 
God. Hence, all was consecrated; every day was a holy day, 
for the whole life was holy; every Christian was a perpetual 
priest. Hence, there was no room for the idea of a Sabbath 
at all. Strange that the learned and amiable antiquary should 
have forgotten, that all this was just as true of pious Hebrews 
before,;,as of Christians after Christ—of Isaiah as of Paul. 
Isaiah, if redeemed at all, was redeemed by the same blood 
with Paul, owed substantially the same debt of gratitude, and 
would feel, as a true saint, the same self-consecration. The 
Spirit or the precept, “Do all to the glory of God,” actuates 
the pious Israelite exactly as it did the pious Christian. Let the 
reader compare Deut. vi: 4, 5, with Matt. xxii: 37. So, this 
argument proves that there ought to be no room for a sabbati- 
cal distinction of. days under the old dispensation, just as under 
the new. Unluckily, the explicit language of the books of 
Moses is rather damaging to the validity of the inference. 

Neander concedes that Paul’s ground was too high for many ; 
and hence an observance of some days, not jure divino, was 
allowed them. On this I remark, first, that it is a low view of 
the apostle’s inspiration, which makes him set.up a standard so 
impractical, that the teaching needed amendment by a human 
expedient; and second, that this admitted fact goes far to prove 
that a Sabbath is grounded, as a permanent and moral precept, 
in man’s wants and nature. Third, this plea leaves the Lord’s 
day in the attitude of a piece of will-worship. 
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In our remaining discussion of the passages cited from the 
epistles. we may confine our remarks to Col. 
ii: 16, 17. For it contains all the apparent 
difficulties for the Sabbatarian, and all the 
supposed arguments for his opponent, in the strongest form. 
The ‘point made by Calvin upon the words, “ Sabbath-days, 
Pe are a shadow of things to come, but the body is of 
Christ,” is far the most plausible, and indeed the only one of 
serious difficulty. It is in substance this: That if it be ad- 
mitted that the Lord’s day was never included by the earlier 
Christians inthe term Sabbata—and the apostle is here condemn- 
ing the Jewish holy-days only—still the fact will remain that the 
Jewish Sabbath was a shadow. That is, it was a typical, and 
not a perpetual moral institution, so that it must pass away 
along with all the other types, after the substance comes, unless 
some positive New Testament precept re-enact it. But there is 
no such precept. To this we answer, that the Sabbath was to 
the Jews both a perpetual, moral institution, anda type. That 
it was the former, we have proved in the first general branch of 
our discussion. It was as old as the race of man, was given to 
allthe race, was given upon an assigned motive of universal 
application, and to satisfy a necessity common to the whole race, 
was founded on man’s natural relations to his Maker, was ob- 
served before the typical dispensation came among all tribes, 
was re-enacted in the decalogue where all the precepts are per- 
petual, and was enjoined on foreigners as well as Jews in the 
Holy Land: while from all types foreigners were expressly 
excluded. That it was.to the Jews also a type, we admit. 
Like the new-moons, it was marked by an additional number 
of sacrifices. It was to the Israelites a memorial of their exo- 
dus from Egypt, and their covenant of obedience to God. 
Deut.) wes; Bxod, xxx 112%) Teveky x12 12 it ee lee 
time, at least, a foreshadowing of the rest of Canaan. Heb. iv: 
4-11. It was to them, as it is to us,a shadow of the rest in 
heaven, . Heb. iv :.9..., Calvin .adds, «( Institutes, (Bk, chpsd: 
§ 29) that its most important typical use was to represent the 
cessation of the efforts of self-righteousness in us, that we may 
repose in the justifying and sanctifying grace of Christ. For 
this his proofs seem to us very slender. When the Epistle to 
the Colossians says that Sabbaths, along with holy days and 
new-moons, are a shadow, it seems to us much the most simple 
explanation to say that it is the sacrificial aspect of those days, 
or (to employ other words) their use as special days of sacri-. 
fice, in which they together constituted a shadow. They were 
a shadow in this: that the sacrifices, which constituted so 
prominent a part of their Levitical observance, pointed to 
Christ the body. This is exactly accordant with the whole 
tenor of the Epistles. 

The seventh day had been, then, to the Jews, both a moral 
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institution and a ritual type. In its latter use, the coming of 
Christ had of course abrogated it. In its former use, its whole 
duties and obligations had lately been transferred to the Lord’s 
day. So that the seventh day, as distinguished from Sunday, 
along with the new-moons, was now nothing but a type, and 
that an effete one. In this aspect, the apostle might well argue 
that its observance then indicated a, Judaizing tendency. 
We fortify our position farther by re-asserting that the fair 
exposition of all these passages should lead 
ae." ays. vex :; 7 
Sided eee Jewish. us to understand by the phrases, “days, 
“times,” “holy-days,” only those days or 
times which were then subjects of diversity among the Chris- 
tians to whom the apostle was writing. When he implies that 
some innocently “regarded every day alike,” we ought in fatr- 
ness to understand by “every day,” each of those days which 
were then in dispute. But we know historically that there was 
no diversity among these Christians concerning the observance 
of the Lord’s day. All practised it. If we uncritically persist 
in taking the phrase “every day” in a sense absolutely uni- 
versal, we shall place the teachings and usages of the apostle 
in a self-contradictory light. We make him tell his converts 
that the Lord’s day may be regarded as just like any other day; 
when we know that, in fact, neither the apostle nor any of his 
converts regarded it so. They all observed it asa religious fes- 
tival, and, as we shall show, with the clear sanction of inspired 
example. Again: it must be distinctly remembered that the 
word Sabbath was never applied, in New Testament language, 
to the Lord’s day, but was always used for the seventh day, and 
other Jewish festivals, as distinguised from the Christian Sun- 
day. We have the authority of Suidas, Theophylact and 
Cesarius, and Levit. xxiii : 24, that the ‘-Jews called any of 
their stated religious festivals Yaffaca. We might then argue, 
perhaps, that there is no evidence that the seventh day is 
intended in this place of Colossians at all; but only the Jewish 
feasts. But we waive this, as too near to special pleading. 
With far more confidence we argue, that since all parties have 
claimed the parellelism of three passages in Romans, Galatians 
and Colossians, as to their occasion and doctrine, we are en- 
titled to assume that the passage in Colossians, the most 
explicit of the three, is to be taken as explicative of the other 
two. And we assert that, according to well known usage of 
the word 'a8fara at that time, the Sundays were definitely 
excluded from the apostle’s assertion. When he says here, 
“ holy-days,”’ new-moons, and Sabbath-days,’ he explicitly 
excludes the Lord’s days. We are entitled to assume, there- 
fore, that they are excluded when he says in the parellel pas- 
sage of Romans, “every day,’ and in Galatians, “days, and 
months, and times, and years.” That the Lord’s days were 
sacred was not in debate; this is set aside as a matter known to 
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all, consented unto by all. It is the Jewish holy-days from the 
observance of which the Christian conscience is exempted. 
L t us recur to that view of the necessity of a Sabbatical 
Without Sabbath, !§Stitution in some form. It is not a tempo- 
the New Dispensation rary or ceremonial need, but one founded on 
would be the Worse. man’s very nature and relations to his God. 
If there is no stated sacred day, there will be no religion. Now 
shall we so interpret the apostle’s words as to leave the New 
Testament Church no Sabbath at all in any shape? After the 
experience of all ages had shown that a Sabbath rest was the 
natural and necessary means essential to religious welfare, was 
the New Testament Church stripped more bare, left more poor 
than all preceding dispensations? Paradise had enjoyed its 
Sabbath, though needing it less. The patriarchal saints enjoyed 
it. Abraham enjoyed it. Israel, under the burdensome tute- 
lage of the law, enjoyed it. But now that the last, the fullest, 
the most gracious and blessed dispensation of all has come, 
this one of the two institutions of Eden is taken away! We 
cannot accept such an exposition of the apostle’s meaning. 
We shall now, in the third branch of our discussion, 
_ attempt to show the ground on which we 
Ne ae is Chriss acsert that the Sabbath, “ from the resurrec- 
tion of Christ, was changed into the first day 
of the week, which in Scripture is called the Lord’s day, and is 
to be continued to the end of the world as the Christian Sab- 
bath.” This proof is chiefly historical, and divides itself into 
two branches; first, that drawn from the inspired history of the 
New Testament; and second, that found in the authentic but 
uninspired testimony of primitive Christians. The latter, which 
might have been thought to demand a place in our review of 
the history of Sabbath opinions has been reserved for this place, 
because it forms an interesting part of our ground of argu- 
ment. But let us here say, once for all, that we invoke this 
patristic testimony, in no popish or prelatic spirit of depend- 
ence on it. In our view, all the uninspired church testimony in 
the world, however venerable, would never make it our duty to 
keep Sunday as a Sabbath. We use these fathers simply as 
historical witnesses; and their evidence derives its whole value 
in our eyes from its relevancy to this point; whether or not the 
_ apostles left a custom of observing Sunday, instead of the Sab- 
baths, established by their example in the Churches. | 
Our first, or preliminary argument for the observance of 
Se ey ee Sunday as the Sabbath, is that implied in the 
sittautetiBeveath Dar second Scripture reference subjoined by our 
Confession to the sentence we have just 
quoted from it. If we have been successful in proving that the 
Sabbath is a perpetual institution, the evidence will appear per- 
fect. The perpetual law of the decalogue has commanded all 
men, in all time, to keep a Sabbath-day; and “till heaven and 
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earth pass, one jot or tittle shall not pass from the law of Ged 
till all be fulfilled.” The Apostle, in Col. ii: 16, 17, clearly tells 
vs that the seventh day is no longer our Sabbath. What day, 
then, is it? Some day must have been substituted; and what 
one so likely to be the true substitue as the Lord’s day? The 
law is not repealed; it cannot be.” But Paul has shown that it is 
changed. To what day is the Sabbath changed, if not to the 
first? No other day in the week has a shadow of aclaim. It 
must be this, or none; but it cannot be none: therefore it must 
be this. | 

The other main argument consists in the fact that disci- 
4 ples, inspired apostles, and their Christian 
~ associates, did observe the Lord’s day asa 
_ religious festival. And this fact must be 
viewed, to see its full force, in connection with the first argument. 
When we find them at once beginning, and uniformly continu- 
ing, the observance of the Lord’s day, while they avow that 
they are no longer bound to observe the seventh day, and when 
we couple with this the knowledge of the truth that they, like 
all the rest of the world, were still commanded by God to keep 
His Sabbath, we see that the inference is overwhelming, that 
the authority by which they observed the Lord’s day was from 
God, although they did not say so. That which is inferred 
from Scripture, “ by good and necessary consequence,” is valid; 
as well as that which is set down expressly in it.” Examina- 
tion shows us, then, that the disciples commenced the observ- 
ance of the Lord’s day by social worship the very next week 
after the resurrection. From John xx: 19, we learn that the 
very day of the resurrection, at evening, the disciples were 
assembled with closed doors, with the exception of Thomas 
Didymus. Can we doubt that they had met for worship? In 
verse 26 we learn: “And after eight days again His disciples 
were within, and Thomas with them: then came Jesus, the 
doors being shut, and stood in the midst, and said, ‘ Feace be 
unto you.’”’ None will doubt but that this was also a meeting 
for worship, and the phraseology implies that it was their sec- 
ond meeting. In Jewish language, and estimates of time, the 
days at which the counts begin and end are always included in 
the counts; so that “after eight diys,” here indisputably means 
just a full week. 

By consulting Leviticus xxii: 15, 16; Deut. xvi: 9, we 
find that the day of Pentecost was fixed in 
Wee Dee was on this way. On the morrow after that Sabbath 

| (seventh day) which was included within the 
passover week, a sheaf of the earliest ripe corn was cut, 
brought fresh into the sanctuary, and presented as a thank- 
offering to God. The day of this ceremonial was always the 
first day of the week, or our Sunday, which was, to the Israel- 
ites, a working day. From this day they were to count seven 
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weeks complete, and the fiftieth day was Pentecost day, or the 
feast of ingathering. 

Thus we reach the interesting fact that the day caleneea by 
God for the pentecostal outpouring, and the inauguration of 
the Gospel dispensation, was the Lord’s day —a significant and 
splendid testimony to the importance and honour it was in- 
tended to have in the Christian world. But we read in Acts1: 
14, and ii: 1, that this day also was observed by the disciples 
as a day for social worship. Thus the first day of the week 
received a second, sacred and august witness, as the weekly 
solemnity of our religion, not only in its observance by the 
whole body of the new Church, but by the baptism of fire, and 
the Holy Ghost —a witness only second to that of Christ’s vic- 
tory over death and hell. Then the first public proclamation 
of the Gospel under the new dispensation began; and surely, 
when every step, every act of the Divine Providence was form- 
ative and fundamental, it was not without meaning that God 
selected the first day of the week as the chosen day. 

It is most evident from the New Testament history, that 
the Apostles and early Church uniformly 
celebrated their worship on the first day of 
the week.* The hints are not numerous; but 
they are sufficiently distinct. The next clear instance’ is in 
Acts xx: 7. The Apostle was now returning from his famous 
mission to Macedonia and Achaia, in full prospect of .captivity 
at Jerusalem. He stops at the little church at Troas, to spend 
a season with his converts there: “And upon the first day of . 
the week when the disciples came together to break bread, 
Paul preached unto them, (ready to depart on the morrow,) 
and continued his speech until midnight.” Here we have a 
double evidence of our point. First, Paul preached unto the 
disciples on this day, while we see from the sixth verse, that he 
was a whole week in Troas, including the Jewish Sabbath. 
Why does he wait nearly a whole week to give these his more 
solemn and public instructions, unless there had been some 
usage? Again: the words, ‘when the disciples came together 
to break bread,” clearly indicate that the first day of the week 
was their habitual day for celebrating the Lord’s Supper. So 
that it is clear, this Church of Troas, planted and trained by 
Paul, was in the habit of consecrating the first day of the week 
to public worship; and the inspired man here concurs in the 
habit. Neander does, indeed, suggest an evasion, in order to 
substantiate his assertion that there is no evidence the Lord’s 
day was specially sanctified during the life-time of Paul. He 
says that it is so very probable this day was selected by the 
brethren, because Paul could not wait any longer, (ready to 
depart on the morrow,) that no safe inference can be drawn for 
a habitual observance of the day by them or Paul! But verse 
6, tells us that Paul had been already waiting a whole week, 
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and might have had choice of all the days of the week for his 
meeting! No other word is needed to explode this suggestion. 

The next cleat instance is in. 1'Cor. xvi: 1, 2. “Now con- 

; cerning the collection for the saints; as I 
z By Oly: SASL ROL OH dot ciara given order to the Churches of Galatia, 

even so do ye. Upon the first day of the 
week let every one of you lay by him in store as God hath 
prospered him, that there be no gatherings when I come.” The 
points here indicated are two—that the weekly oblation of 
alms-giving was fixed for the Lord’s day—and that this rule 
was enacted for the Church of Corinth, and all those of Galatia. 
The inference is overwhelming, that the Apostle made the 
usage ultimately uniform in all the churches of his training. 
Neander again attempts to destroy this evidence for the sancti- 
fication of Sunday, by saying that this does not prove there 
was any church meeting, or public worship on this day. The 
sum of alms was, most probably, simply laid aside at home, in 
an individual, private manner; and this is made more probable 
by the Apostle’s own words: “let every one of you lay by him 
in store.” But suppose this understanding of the passage is 
granted, against the uniform custom and tradition of the earliest 
Christians, which testifies with one voice, that the weekly alms- 
giving took place in the church meeting; Neander’s point is 
not yet gained. Still this alms-giving was, in the New Testa- 
ment meaning, an act of worship. See Phil. iv: 18. And the 
early tradition unanimously represents the first Christians as so 
regarding it. Hence, whether this alms-giving were in public 
or private, we have here an indisputable instance, that an act 
of worship was appointed, by apostolic authority, to be statedly 
performed on the Lord’s day, throughout the churches. This 
is evidence enough that the first day of the week was the day 
already known and selected for those forms of worship which 
were rather weekly than diurnal. 

Only one other remains to be citcd: that in Rev. i: 10. 
John the Apostle introduces the visions of 
Patmos, by saying, ‘‘I was in the spirit on 
the Lord’s day.” This is the only instance 
of the application of this title to the first day of the week in 
the sacred writings. But all expositors, ancient and modern, 
say unhesitatingly that Sunday is designated by it. On this 
point the Church has had but one understanding, from the first 
century down. The Apostle evidently means to inform us that 
on Sunday he was engaged in a spiritual frame of mind and 
feelings. The application of the name, Lord’s day, to Sunday, 
by inspired authority, of itself contains almost enough of sig- 
nificance to establish its claims to sanctification, without another 
text or example. What fair sense can it bear, except that it is 
a day consecrated to the Lord? Compare Isaiah lviii: 15, 
when God calls the Sabbath “my holy-day.” If the Sabbath 


John observes the first 
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is God’s day, the Lord’s day should mean a Christian Sabbath. 
And the occupation of the Apostle this day, with peculiar spir- 
itual exercises, gives additional probability to the belief that it 
was observed by the New Testament Christians as a day of 

devotion. 
We come now to the second branch of the historical argument » 
—the testimony of the early, but uninspired 


Tradition of Lord's. Christian writers:,, Thevearliestiohallimcannet ie 


ae, be called Christian. In the celebrated letter 


of inquiry written by Pliny the younger to the Emperor Trajan, 
on the treatment of persons accused of Christianity, this pagan 
governor says, that it was the custom of these Christians, “to 
meet, stato die, before light, to sing a hymn to Christ as God, 
and bind each other in an oath, (not to some crime but) to re- 
frain from theft, robbery and adultery, not to break faith, and 
not to betray trusts.” This letter was written a few years after 
the death of the Apostle John. We cannot doubt that this 
stated day, discovered by Pliny was the Lord’s day. Ignatius, 
the celebrated martyr-bishop of Antioch, says, in his epistle to 
the Magnesians, written about A. D. 107 or 116, that this is 
“the Lord’s day, the day, the day consecrated to the resurrec- 
tion, the queen and chief of all the days.” 

Justin Martyr, who died about A. D. 160, says that the 
Christians “ neither celebrated the Jewish festivals, nor observed 
their Sabbaths, nor practised circumcision.” (Dialogue with 
Trypho, p. 34). In another place, he says, that “they, both 
those who lived in the city and those who lived in the country, 
were all accustomed to meet on the day which is denominated 
Sunday, for the reading of the Scriptures, prayer, exhortation 
and communion. The assembly met on Sunday, because this 
is the first day on which God, having changed the darkness and 
the elements, created the world ; -and because Jesus our Lord 
on this day rose from the dead.” 

The epistle attributed to Barnabas, though not written ‘es 
this apostolic man, is undoubtedly of early origin. This un- 
known writer introduces the Lord, as saying: ‘‘ The Sabbaths 
which you now keep are not acceptable tome; but those which 
I have made when resting from all things, I shall begin the 
eighth day, that is the beginning of the other world.” “ For 
which cause, we (Christians) observe the eighth day with glad- 

- ness, in which Jesus rose from the dead,” &c. Eph. ch. xv. } 

Tertullian, at the close of the second century, says: ‘We 
celebrate Sunday as a joyful day. On the Lord’s day we think 
it wrong to fast, or to kneel in prayer.” 

Clement of Alexandria, cotemporary with Tertullian, says: 
“A true Christian, according to the commands of the Gospel, 
observes the Lord’s day by casting out all bad thoughts, and 
cherishing all goodness, honouring the resurrection of the Lord, 
which took place on that day.” 
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But, perhaps the most important, because the most learned, 
and, at the same time, the most explicit witness, is Eusebius, 
the celebrated bishop of Czesarea, who was in his literary prime 
about the era of the Council of Nice, A. D. 325. In his Commen- 
tary on the xcii Psalm, which the reader will remember, is entitled 
‘““a psalm or song for the Sabbath-day,” he says; “ The Worb, 
(Christ), by the new covenant, translated and transferred the - 
feast of the Sabbath to the morning light, and gave us the sym- 
bol of true rest, the saving Lord’s day, the first (day) of light, 
in which the Saviour gained the victory over death, &c. On 
this day, which is the first of the Light, and the true Sun, we 
assemble after the interval of six days, and celebrate holy and 
spiritual Sabbath; even all nations redeemed by Him through- 
out the world assemble, and do those things according to the 
spiritual law, which were decreed for the priests to do on the 
Sabbath. All things which it was duty to do on the Sab- 
bath, these we have transferred to the Lord’s day as more 
appropriately belonging to it, because it has the precedence, 
and is first in rank, and more honourable than the Jewish Sab- 
bath. It is delivered to us (zapadédotar) that we should meet 
together on this day, and it is evidence that. we should do these 
things announced in the psalm.” 

The first Church council which formally enjoined cessation 
of labour upon the Lord’s day was the provincial synod of 
Laodicea, held a little after the middle of the fourth century. 
The twenty-ninth canon of this body commanded that none but 
necessary secular labours should be carried on upon Sunday. 
But Constantine the Great, when he adopted the Christian as 
the religion of the State, had already enacted that all the 
labours of courts of justice, civil and military functionaries, and 
handicraft trades, should be suspended on the Lord's day, and 
that it should be devoted to prayer and public worship. This 
suspension of labour was not, however, extended to agricultur- 
ists, because it was supposed they must needs avail themselves 
of the propitious season to gather their harvests, or sow their 
seed, without regard to sacred days. But the Emperor Leo 
(who came to the throne A. D. 457) ultimately extended the 
law to all classes of persons. 

The Christians did not for several hundred years apply the 

bark word Sabbath to the first day of the week, 
bore Midis Be Nomen- but always used it’ distinctly to indicate the 

Jewish seventh day. Their own sacred day, 
the first day, was called by them the Lord’s day (jpspa xvyedzi), 
as they said, because it was dedicated to the honour of Christ, 
and because it was the head, crown, and chief of all the days. 
They also called it Sunday (Dies solis, a phrase frequently 
found among the Latin Christians), because, according to their 
interpretation of Gen. i: 3, the sun was created on the first day 
of the week; but still more, because on that day the brighter 
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Sun of Righteousness arose from the dead, with healing in His 
beams. The objection often made by persons over-puritanical, 
that it smacks of Pagan or Scandinavian profanity to say Sun- 
day, because the word indicates a heathenish consecration of 
the day to the sun, is therefore more Quakerish than sensible. 
We are willing to confess that we always loved the good old 
name Sunday—name worthy of that day which should ever 
seem the brightest in the Christian’s conceptions, of all the 
week, when the glorious works of the natural creation first 
began to display the honours of the great Creator, and when 
that new and more divine creation of redeeming grace was per- 
fected by the resurrection of Jesus Christ. But, in the appli- 
cation of the phrase “ Christian Sabbath” to the first day, the 
Westminster Assembly had a definite and truthful design, 
although the early Church had not given it this name. It was 
their intention to express thus that vital head of their theory ; 
that the Old Testament institute called Sabbath, which was 
coeval with man, and was destined to coexist with all dispen- 
sations, was not abrogated; that it still existed substantially, 
and that Christians were now to find it in the Lord’s day. To 
the Christian the Lord’s day is the Sabbath. (Such ts the sig- 
nificance of the name) possessing the Divine authority, and 
demanding in the main the sanctification which was formerly 
attached to the seventh day. 

Another head of the @ aunch nicoutmoule remains: from its 
practical necessity, as a means of securing 
man’s corporeal and mental health, his mo- 
rality, his temporal success in life, and his religious interests. 
This is the department of the discussion which has been more 
particularly unfolded in the “‘ Permanent Sabbath Documents,” 
published under the auspices of Dr. Justin Edwards, and more 
recently in the remarkable essays on the Sabbath, produced by 
workingmen in Great Britain. It is now by so much the best 
understood part of the Sabbath discussion that we should not 
have introduced it at all except that it was one of the stones in 
the arch of our attempted demonstration, that there is a natural 
necessity in man fora Sabbath rest. The Creator, who appoint- 
ed the Sabbath, formed man’s frame; and all intelligent obser- 
vers are now agreed that the latter was adapted to the former. 
Either body or mind can do more work by resting one day in 
seven, than by labouring all the seven days. And neither mind 
nor body can enjoy health and continued activity without its 
appointed rest. Even the structure of the brutes exhibits the 
same law. Again: Asa moral and social institution, a weekly 
rest is invaluable. It is a quiet domestic reunion for the bust- 
ling sons of toil. It ensures the necessary vacation in those 
earthly and turbulent anxieties and affections, which would 
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otherwise become inordinate and morbid. It brings around a 


season of periodical neatness and decency, when the soil of 
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weekly labour is laid aside, and men meet each other amidst 
the decencies of the sanctuary, and renew their social affec- 
tions. But above all, a Sabbath is necessary for man’s moral 
and religious interests. Even in Paradise, and in man’s state of 
innocence, it was true that a stated season, resolutely appropri- 
ated to religious exercises, was necessary to his welfare as a 
religious being. A creature subject to the law of-habit, of 
finite faculties, and required by the conditions of his existence 
to distribute his attention and labours between things secular 
and things sacred, cannot successfully accomplish this destiny 
without a regular distribution of his time between the two great 
departments, This is literally a physical necessity. And when 
we add the consideration that man is now a being of depraved, 
earthly affections, prone to avert his eyes from heaven to the 
earth, the necessity is still more obvious. Man does nothing 
regularly for which he has not a regular time. The absolute 
necessity of the Sabbath, as a season for the public preaching 
of religion and morality, as a leisure time for the domestic reli- 
gious instruction of the young, as a time for private self-exami- 
nation and devotion, is most clear to all who admit the import- 
ance of these duties. And now, it is most obvious to practical 
good sense, that if such a stated season is necessary, then it is 
proper that it should be ordained and marked off by Divine 
authority, and not by a sort of convention on man’s part. To 
neglect the stated observance of a religious rest, is to neglect 
religion. And when there is so much of mundane and carnal 
affection—so much of craving, eager worldly bustle—to entice | 
us to an infringement of this sacred rest, it is certain that it will 
be neglected, unless it be defended by the highest sanction of 

od’s own authority. Nay, do we not see that this sanction 
is insufficient, even among some who admit its validity ? 
Again: If such a stated rest is necessary, then it is also neces- 
sary that its metes and bounds be defined by the same authority 
which enjoins the rest itself. Otherwise, the license which men 
will allow themselves in interpreting the duration of the season, 
and in deciding how much constitutes the observance of it, or 
how little, will effectually abrogate the rest itself. If, then, the 
necessities of human nature require a Sabbath, it does not 
appear how God could ordain less than we suppose He has 
done, in requiring the whole of a definite length of time to be 
faithfully devoted to religious exercises, and in making this 
command explicit and absolute. 


LECTURE XXXII. 
SECOND TABLE. (5th and 6th COMMANDMENTS.) 


SYLLABUS. 
1. What is the general scope of the 5th Commandment? 
2. Show that, under the names ‘* Father and Mother,” all superiors in family, 
(turch and State are included. 
. What is the meaning of the promise attached? 
. What is required and forbidden in the 6th Commandment : 
. Does it prohibit the slaying of animuls for food? 
. Does it prohibit defensive war, or forcible self-defence by persons? 
. Are capital punishments righteous ? 
. What is the moral character of dueling? 
Shorter Catechism, Qu. 63-69. Larger Cat., Qu. 123-136. Calvin’s Inst., 
bk. ii, ch. 8, 3 35-40. Maret: Loc. xi, Qu. 16, 17. Green’s Lect. 46-50. 
Ridgeley’s Divinity, Qu. 123-136. Hopkins on the Ten Commandments, 
Hodge’s Theology, Vol. iii, ch. 19, 3 9, 10. ‘*‘ American Peace oe 
Publications. 
W E enter now upon the consideration of the Second Table. 
The-immediate objects of the duties of this table are o tr 
fellow-men. But still, the breach of one of them is a sin 
against God also, because it is He who has enjoined them, and 
has placed us in those relations in which the duties arise. 
As the first table began with that which is fundamental to 
all religion, the pointing out of the onl 
1. Scope of the Fifth ete . agit 2 one y 
Commandment, Pa. proper Object’ of “religious, service, "se te 
rents represent all Su- second table begins with that duty which is 
Renee fundamental to all social duties, and the most 
important of all; subjection to domestic authority. I must 
here again remind you of the rule of interpretation laid down 
at the outset, that a whole class of duties is enjoined, and of 
sins forbidden, under one prominent specimen. So, we under- 
stand that here, under the example of filial duties, all the rela- 
tive duties between superiors and inferiors, in the Family, the 
Church, and the Commonwealth, are included. Not only the 
duties of children to parents, but of servants to masters, pupils 
to teachers, and people to rulers in Church and State, are here 
implied. If these, most important classes of social duties are 
not intended to be included in this precept, then they are 
nowhere in the decalogue: for there is no other precept where 
they can be fairly embraced. Can we believe that the sum- 
mary so omits what the subsequent Scriptures so often enforce 
in detail? The including of all these duties under the fifth 
commandment will seem far more natural, if we remember that 
the original forms of government in the old world were all 
patriarchal; in which the father was the head, priest, and 
prince of all his descendants and servants. The family was no 
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doubt the germ out of which civil institutions and the organ- 


ized Church grew. The Jewish nation was just now passing, 
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in part,out of this patriarchal form; and many of its features were 
retained in the Mosaic government. How natural then, to an 
ancient Israelite, to represent the general idea of civil and 
ecclesiastical superiors under the term Parents? Servants (who 
were usually slaves) were on much the same footing in ancient 
society with children. Kings were called Fathers, 1 Sam. 
xxiv: 11. Prophets were generally addressed as Fathers, by 
the young men entrusted to their religious instruction, who, in 
turn, were called “sons of the prophets,” 2 Kings ii: 3 and 12. 

Many duties are of a reciprocal nature. Obligation on 

pee tp one side implies a correlative obligation on 
Beg kt are Re- the other. Thus the duties of inferiors im- 

ply the reciprocal duties of superiors. Un- 
der this commandment then, are’included the duties of parents 
towards their children, masters towards servants, rulers towards 
subjects, church-teachers towards their charges. Thus, we find 
that St. Paul, in the former part of the sixth chapter of Ephes- 
ians, (which may fairly be taken as his exposition of the fifth 
commandment), begins with the duties of children towards 
parents, but follows it up immediately with the duties of 
parents towards their children; and after instructing servants, 
proceeds immediately to instruct their masters. We feel there- 
fore fully justified in giving the fifth commandment the gen- 
eral scope assigned to it inthe Catechism. ‘The general scope 
of the fifth commandment is the performance of those duties 
which we mutually owe in our several relations, as superiors, 
inferiors, or equals.” 

2. It is under this head of the decalogue, that the impor- 
tant Scripture doctrine of the civil magistrate, and duty of citi- 
zens, should fall, which is the subject of the 23d chapter of our 
Confession. But this is a subject of so much importance, that 
I reserve it for separate discussion in the Senior course. The 
details of the other duties of inferiors and superiors may be 
seen so fully stated in your catechisms, that it would be mere 
repetition to recite them here. 

‘The fifth commandment is peculiar in closing with a prom- 
ise to encourage to its observance: “ That 
thy days may be long upon the land which 
the Lord thy God giveth thee.’’ The first 
recipient of the promise was the Nation; and it may be na- 
tional permanency which is pledged. But the Apostle applies it 
(Eph. vi: 2), to Christian children, after Israel was cast out. 
This authorizes us to give it a personal application. Asa long 
life spent in adversity would be no boon, this promise is obvi- 
ously understood as one of “long life and prosperity.” We 
understand it to give us that encouragement which is also pre- 
sented by the established connection of causes and effects in 
God’s providence, where the faithful and general performance 
of the duties of inferiors and superiors, and especially of pa- 
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rents and children, ensures, as far as any earthly means can, 
general health, peace, prosperity and temporal welfare; whereas 
the anarchical neglect of those duties, and especially of the 
parental and filial, plunges every society into violence, disease, 
disorder, misery, and premature death. We do not understand 
God’s promise in this commandment as absolute and universal. 
To claim this would be to claim that God should work for duti- 
ful sons a continual miracle, in suspending the mutual influen- 
ces of men on each other’s welfare, by which the virtuous, 
especially when few, share the calamities procured by the more 
prevalent crimes of the wicked. The first promise is given to 
a society (as to Israel) in the aggregate.. The general perform- 
ance of the duty is necessary to ensure the happy result. If 
there is a general neglect of the duties, as in.our day, it must 
result in calamities; and some of the most dutiful of our sons 
may fall, as many a virtuous Confederate soldier fell, in the 
prime of his days, in the general disorder. 

The sixth commandment is in these terse words: ‘Thou 
shalt not kill’ Its obvious scope is the 
preservation of life. It forbids all that un- 
righteously assails our own and others’ lives, 
and enjoins all suitable means for the preservation of both. 
This command is based upon these two great truths: that life 
is God’s gift, and therefore to be abridged or taken away only at 
His command ;.and that life is of supreme value to every man. 
In robbing a man of life, you would virtually rob him of every 
valuable thing which life includes. It is committing against 
a fellow-man every species of robbery in one. The Scriptures 
also ground the prohibition of taking man’s life on his likeness 
to God. Gen. ix’: 6... ‘‘For.in. the image of God! made “He 
man. James iii: 9g; also founds the lesser sin of slander and 
reviling partly on the same fact. Man’s rational, moral and 
immortal nature is the chief glory of his being; it reflects the 
glory of God’s. Hence, to invade this being is at once the 
most enormous wrong against the creature, and an act of 
impiety against God. 

We have here then, another instance of the neo foun 
logical arrangement which infinite wisdom has given to the 
decalogue. The second table, after fixing those relative duties 
out of which society itself emerges, then proceeds to protect, 
first, that value which is transcendent. with every man—his tem- 
poral existence. It then secures that which is next in order 
of essential importance—man’s chastity, including the purity 
of the marital relation, the foundation of the domestic; and 
postpones to the last those duties of commutative righteous- 
ness, and of truth, which are the outer bonds of society. 

But when God says, “ Thou shalt not kill,” what are the 

Me eer. things whose slaying is thus inhibited? 
a There is a small class of fanatics in Christian 
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lands, larger in some Pagan ones, who answer, that we may kill 
nothing that has animal life. Hence the use of the flesh of quad- 
rupeds, birds, and fishes, for food, is of course inhibited by them. 
This party is known in America as Grahamites. Their tendency 
is infidel; for the Bible speaks too plainly on this subject to be 
questioned by any devout believer. We read that God gave to 
Adam and his family only the vegetable world for food, assigning 
him the use of the animals as his servants. (Hence, the skins in 
which God clothed Adam and Eve after their fall, must have come 
either from the religious sacrifices which He taught them to offer, 
the more probable surmise ; or from beasts which died by the vio- 
lence of their own kind, or by disease). But after the flood, 
the fruitfulness of the earth having been probably impaired for 
all subsequent time, God expressly gave Noah and his family 
the privilege of eating the flesh of animals, only reserving the 
blood, with which they should “ make atonement for their souls 
upon the altar.’ This permission is doubtless now valid. It 
was expressly continued to the Hebrews, in the distinction of 
the clean beasts. It is equally certain that itwas not abro- 
gated after Christ came; for we find Him, even after His resur- 
rection (Luke xxiv : 43; Jno. xxi: 9), eating the flesh of fishes, 
and encouraging His followers todo so. See also Rom. xiv: 3, 
Sati Goris .2 5). 

Reason approves this. The sanctity of human life is 
placed, where inspiration places it (in Gen. ix: 6), in man’s 
rational responsibility and immortality. The life of the beast, 
“whose spirit goeth downward,” is no such inviolable boon to 
him. And while we admit that the duty of benevolence 
extends to the brutes, as does God’s benevolence, we argue 
that the employment of animals for food has, on the whole, 
ereatly promoted their animal well-being. For man thus has a 
sufficient motive for their careful nurture, whereas otherwise he 
would regard them as nuisances. 

Still another, and a larger class of fanatics, hold that there 

a Hes : are no circumstances under which human life 
. Capital Punish- ak. 
ments and Defensive can be taken lawfully by man. Claiming the 
War, &c., Not Forbid- admission which we have made, that life is to 
den. ; 3 
man God’s loan, they urge that no creature 
can under any circumstances assume authority to take it away 
from his fellow man. Hence it must follow that personal self- 
defence against unrighteous aggression, that the defensive wars 
of commonwealths, and the infliction of capital punishments 
upon the most enormous criminals even, are all unlawful. — 
Here is the theory of the “non-resistance” and the “ peace 
parties.” — . 
I may make the same remark of these, that they are virtu- 
Arguments—Magis- @lly infidel parties. If the authority of the 
trate Slays by Dele- Scriptures is admitted, their conclusions are 


gated Authority. obviously false. They are obviously illogi- 
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cal. It is true that human life is God’s loan to His creatures: 
Noone may take it away without the authority of the Divine 
Giver. It is therefore simply a question of revealed testimony, 
whether God has, in any cases, deputized to man, or to society, 
the authority to take life. If He has, then it is God’s author- 
ity which, in the appropriate case, takes away the boon; and 
the human agent is merely God’s executioner. It is, then, 
simply a question of fact as to the Scriptural teachings. 

If life is thus sacred, as God’s boon, and is man’s one pos- 
session of transcendent value, then to take 
it away without right is an enormous outrage. 
Suppose this outrage is obviously about to 
be perpetrated by an aggressor upon an innocent person. Sup- 
pose, also, that the protection of the law is absent, and can- 
not be successfully invoked? What shall the defendant do? 
Is it his duty to be passive and yield up his life; or to take the 
defensive, and protect it by force, even to the extent of taking 
the assailant’s life if necessary? Human laws and conscience 
concur in the latter answer. Remember that the aggressor 
unrighteously creates the dilemma, making it necessary that 
at least one life must go. Whose had best go? Obviously the . 
life of the criminal, rather than that of the innocent man. 
Again: If law subsequently has its just course, the murderer, 
after his guilty success, will have to die for it. The case is then 
still stronger: that the passive theory sacrifices two lives, one 
innocent ; whereas the theory of self-defence saves the righteous 
life, and only sacrifices the guilty one. Our conclusion is also 
confirmed by the existence in us of the emotion of lawful 
resentment, the righteousness of which, within its proper. 
bounds, the Saviour allows (Matt. v: 22; Eph. iv: 26). For 
if there is no forcible self-defence against wrong, there is no 
reasonable scope for this emotion. | 

The Scriptures expressly confirm us. The right of slaying 
the house-breaker clearly implies a right of self-defence. 
Exod. xxii: 2. The law of the cities of refuge contains the 
same right. Numb. xxxv:22. The effect of this permission 
is evaded, indeed, by the pretence that Moses’ legislation was 
imperfect and barbarous, and is corrected by the milder instruc- 
tions of our Saviour. Matt. v: 39. But I have taught you the 
falsehoogd of this notion, and showed you that the Old Testa- 
ment teaches precisely the same morality with the New. | 

As to the delegation of the right of capital punishment 
for flagrant crimes, the feeble attempt has 
been made to represent the injunction of 
Gen. ix: 6 as not a precept, but a prediction; 
not as God’s instruction what ought to be done to the mur- 
derer, but His prophecy of what human vindictiveness would 
do. The context refutes this. This command for the capi- 
tal punishment of the murderer, having been given to Noah, 
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the second father of mankind, and before there’ was a chosen 
people, is of course, universal. Look also at the express 
injunction of capital punishments for several crimes in the Pen- 
tateuch: for murder, Num. xxxv: 31; for striking a parent, 
Exod. xxi:15: for adultery, Levit. xx: 10; for religious im- 
posture, Deut. xiii: 5, &c. In Numb. xxxv: 33, a reason is 
given which, on general principles, necessitates the capital 
punishment of murder: “For.blood, it defileth a land, and the 
land cannot be cleansed of the blood that is shed therein, but 
by the blood of him that shed it.” Capital punishments are 
also authorized in the New Testament. Rom. xiii assures us 
that the magistrate “beareth not the sword in vain,” but in 
bearing it he is God’s minister:to execute wrath upon the evil- 
doer. | 

Unprovoked war is the most monstrous secular crime that 

ps ie war 18” be committed: it is at once the greatest 
Lawful. of evils, and includes the worst forms of 
robbery and murder. Wherever war is 
prompted by mere pique. or lust of aggrandizement, or am- 
bition for fame and power, it deserves all that can be said of 
its mischiefs and criminality by the most zealous advocates of 
peace. And nothing can rescue a people waging war, from 
this guilt, except the fact that their appeal to arms is necessary 
for the defence of just and vital rights. But while the Scrip- 
tures teach this, they give no countenance to the weak fanati- 
cism, which commands governments to practice a passive 
non-resistance, in such a world as this. Nations are usually 
unjust and unscrupulous. The very fact. that they are politi- 
cally sovereign implies that there is no umpire between them, 
except Divine Providence. <A passive attitude would usually 
only provoke, instead of disarming attack. Hence its only 
effect would be to bring all the horrors and desolations of 
invasion upon the innocent people, while the guilty went free. 
God has therefore both permitted and instructed rulers, when 
thus unjustly assailed, to retort these miseries upon the assail- - 
ants who introduce them. The very fact that all war is so ter- 
rific a scourge, and that aggressive war is such an enormous 
crime, only makes it more clear that the injured party are 
entitled to their redress, and are justified in inflicting on the 
injurers such chastisement as will compel their return to justice, 
even including the death and ruin which they were preparing 
against their inoffensive neighbors. 

It is periectly clear that Sacred Scripture legalizes such 
defensive war. Abram, Moses, Joshua, Samuel, David, Josiah, 
the Maccabees, were such warriors: and they were God’s 
chosen saints. It was “through faith they waxed valiant in 
fight, turned to flight the armies of the aliens.” Heb. x1: 34. 
God fought for and with them-by giving, in their battles, 
answers to their prayers, and miraculous assistance to their 
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arms. Under the New Testament, when Christ’s forerunner 
was preaching the baptism of repentance, he did not enjoin on 
soldiers the surrender of their profession as sinful, but only the 
restricting of themselves to its lawful duties. The New Testa- 
ment tells us of a Centurion, affectionately commended by our 
Redeemer as possessed of “great faith;’”? and of a Cornelius, 
who was ‘‘accepted with God, as fearing Him and working 
rishtéousness: Luke? ait tig vil Os Acts cia 
Apostle Paul, Rom. xiii: 4, tells us that the magistrate “ bear- 
eth not the sword in vain; for he is the minister of God, a 
revenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil.” It would 
be strange indeed, if the ruler who is armed by God with the 
power of capital punishment against the domestic murderer, 
could not justly inflict the same doum on the foreign criminal, 
who invades our soil unprovoked, for the purpose of shedding 
blood. The security of life and property which the magistrate 
is intended to provide by his power of punishing, would be 
illusory indeed, if it could only be used against individual crim- 
inals, while the more mischievous and widespread crimes of 
organized multitudes must go unpunished. Aggressive war is 
wholesale murder; and when the government sends out its 
army to repel and chastise the invader, it does but inflict sum- 
mary execution on the murderer caught in the act. 

The modern duel is a very peculiar usage, which has 
descended to us from a perversion of an 
institution of chivalry; the ordeal by battle. 
This was a means adopted by the ignorance of the middle ages, 
to appeal to God’s judgment where the question of right was 
too obscure to be unravelled by their rude courts. It was 
founded on an abuse of the doctrine of Providence. Because 
the Scriptures teach that this providence is concerned in all 
events, the Middle Ages jumped to the conclusion, that this 
providence would so decide the issue, as to vindicate justice. 
It needs no argument to show you the fallacy. Since the intel- 
ligence of modern days has exploded the idea of the divine 
ordeal, the duel remains a barbarous remnant of the middle 
ages, without even the shadow of an argument in its favor. 

In refuting the arguments by which the duel is defended, I 
shall not take the ground that the sentiment 
of personal honour is irrational or unchris- 
tian; I shall not assume that it is no real 
injury to wound it. My position is, that the duel is no proper 
remedy forthat injury. And, first: the only lawful object, when © 
one is wounded in his honour, is self-defence, and not revenge. 
The latter is expressly forbidden in every case. Now, for the de- 
fence of one’s honour and good name, a duel is naught. Per- 
haps where malignant passions are not harboured, the chal- 
lenger to a duel is most frequently actuated by this feeling ; 
that his .assive endurance of an insult will cause his fellow- 
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men to think him a coward; and that therefore he must expose 
himself to the dangers of combat, in order to evince that he is 
not a coward; and thus retrieve his credit. Now dueling does 
not prove courage; for notoriously, if some brave men have 
fought, so have many cowards. It only proves a species of 
moral cowardice, which shrinks from the path of rectitude, and 
cowers before the finger of scorn. It is yet more obvious that 
the issue of the duel will prove nothing as to the truth or false- 
hood of the charge which constituted the insult.. If one calls 
me a liar, and I kill him therefor, this shows nothing whatever 
as to my truth or falsehood. The proper and_ reasonable 
remedy here, is to require the accuser to substantiate his charge, 
or else confess its injustice. His refusal to do either would 
place him so effectually in the wrong, that no other reparation 
would be needed. 
Another objection to the duel is, that it usually prevents, 
Daels Untai and that in the most deadly manner, that 
1r. . ° . . 
| very fairness and equality which it boasts of 
securing. The plea is, that it puts the weak man equal to the 
strong one, by appealing from mere, brute muscle, to arms and 
skill. But according to its laws, the duel authorizes an inequal- 
ity of skill far more deadly. Iam ignorant of the use of the 
pistol. A violent and malignant man who knows himself a dead 
shot, so outrages me that 1am impelled under the code of 
honour, to challenge him. He, exercising the right of the chal- 


-lenged, chooses pistols. Thus he has me more completety at 


a disadvantage than if he were a pugilist of the first fame, and 
I an infant; and the result is not a parcel of bruises, but 
my death. The system is, when tried by its own pretences, 
flagrantly unfair. 

-It is also absurdly unequal in this: that if its proceedings 
have any justice, then it puts the righteous 
man and the culprit on the same footing. 
Unless the challenger is committing a mon- 
strous wrong, he must hold that the challenged is a capital 
criminal: for does he not claim that it is right to subject him 
to the liability of a capital punishment? Why then should the 
innocent man, already so grievously wronged, when he pro- 
ceeds to inflict the righteous penalty, give the culprit equal 
chances to inflict the same penalty on him? Shall the magis- 
trate, in putting a condemned felon to death, courteously invite 
him to take his equal chances to put the magistrate to death ? 
What more absurd? If the assailant really deserves to die, 
and this is duly ascertained (if it is not, the challenger is guilty 
of murder in seeking to slay an innocent man) then by all 
means, let him be killed, without giving him opportunity to per- 
petrate another unprovoked crime. When one has to kill a mad 
dog, he does not feel bound to give the dog a chance to bite 
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Last, the dueling code is a monstrous one, because it 
makes the man who supposes himself 
wronged, accuser, judge, and executioner in 
his own cause. It is righteously then, that 
the statute laws of the Commonwealth treat the duelist who 
has slain his adversary, as a murderer with prepense malice. 
One plea for dueling is, that it is the necessary chastise- 
ment for classes. of sins, (aS against one’s 
good name, against the chastity of one’s 
family) for which the laws afford either no remedy, or sucha 
one as no man of delicacy can seek. The answer is: that if 
the facts are true, they are arguments for perfecting the penal 
laws, not for the iniquities of dueling. Another argument is, 
that nothing but the code of honour will secure chivalrous man- 
ners; which it boasts of doing through the influence of the 
knowledge that the man who departs from that style of man- 
ners is in danger of a challenge. The answers aretwo. Surely 
that courtesy has little claim to be chivalrous, which is only 
coerced by fear? And facts show that the influence of the 
code is not what is claimed; for the societies where it has 
fullest sway, are sometimes the rudest and most debauched. 
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LECTURE XXXIV. 
SECOND TABLE. (yth and 8th COMMANDMENTS.) 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What are the scope and extent of the 7th Commandment, and what sins are 
forbidden under it? 
- 2. What the degree of guilt in adultery, and what its grounds? 
3. Was polygamy ever lawful? Explain Moses’ law of divorce. Is celibacy 
meritorious ? 
Turrettin, Loc. xi, Qu. 18. Hodge’s Theology, pt. iil, ch. 19, 3 da. free 
C. Jones’ History of Israelitish Nation. Michaelis’ Com. on Laws of Moses. 
4. Ought this precept to be publicly preached ? 
5. What is the scope of the 8th Commandment, and what the particular duties 
and sins embraced under it? 
6. What is the origin of the Right of Private Property? 
7. Is usury lawful? 
8. What rule should’ govern the Christian as to making gain of his neighbor's 
necessities ? 
Turrettin, Loc. xi, Qu. 19. Hodge as above, 3 12. See, on whole, Larger 
Catechism, Qu. 137-142. Calvin’s Inst. bk. ii, ch. 8, 3 41-46. Ridgeley’s 
Div., Qu. 137-142. Bp. Hopkins on 7th and 8th Commandments. Green’s 
Lect., 51-53 


AS has been already observed, the scope of the seventh 
commandment is to regulate the relations between the 
sexes, with all the virtues of purity connected 


1. Scope of Seventh therewith. These virtues are the basis of 


Commandment. 


the domestic relations. And as the family is 
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the foundation of human society, the importance of the class 
of duties involved is second only to those which preserve man’s 
existence itself. It should be added also, that the sins against 
personal purity are peculiarly flagrant, because they involve in 
sensual bestiality the body which is the habitation of the 
rational, responsible soul, and the temple of the Holy Ghost. 
See 1 Cor. vi: 15, &c. Experience also shows that sins of 
unchastity have a peculiarly imbruting and degrading effect on 
both sexes, but especially on that which should be the purer, 
seducing them to hypocrisy, lying, treachery, cruelty, drunken- 
ness, gluttony, and shamelessness. For the usual details of the 
sins embraced under the capital instance, adultery, I refer you 
to your catechisms. 

Adultery, in strictness of speech, is s the sin of illicit cohabi- 
tation by a married person. Its eminence in 
criminality is due to these traits; that in 
addition to the uncleanness, it involves. the 
breach of the marriage contract, and the treachery contained 
therein; and that by corrupting the descent of families, it up- 
roots the whole foundation of domestic society. Adultery and © 
causeless divorce are directly antagonistic thereto. They are 
therefore deadly stabs against all home affections, against all 
training of children, against every rudiment of social order. 
Were all to take the license of the adulterer, men would in due 
time be reduced precisely to the degradation of wild. beasts. 
The sin of the adulterer therefore, is scarcely less enormous 
than that of the murderer. The latter destroys man’s temporal 
existence; the former destroys all that makes existence a boon. 
Let the crime of the adulterer be tried by its effects upon the 
family it invades. We must either suppose that the husband 
and wife have, or have not, the sentiments of modesty, natural 
jealousy, purity, and shame, usually imputed to virtuous per- 
sons. If they have not, then the lack of them implies a degra- 
dation which can only make them the parents of reprobates ; 
and the general prevalence of such a type of character would 
dissolve domestic society into ultimate putrescence. If the 
parents have those sentiments, then the success of the seducer 
plunges the husband into agonies of revenge, despair and 
wounded affection, the guilty wife into a shame and remorse 
deeper than the grave, the children into privation of a mother, 
and all the parties into a bereavement at least as irreparable as 
that of a death, and far more bitter. It would have been, in 
some aspects, a less crime to murder the mother while innocent. 

The laws of Moses, therefore, very properly made adultery 

a capital crime; nor does our Saviour, in the 

an rone Punishment incident of the woman taken in adultery, 
repeal that statute, or disallow its justice. 

The legislation of modern, nominally Christian nations, is drawn 
rather from the grossness of Pagan sources than from Bible 
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principles. The common law of England, and the statutes and 
usages which our Commonwealth has drawn thence, present a 
most inconsistent state. There is no statute whatever for pun- 
ishing adultery as a crime! And yet a usage, which is as fully 
recognized both in England and Virginia as any common law, 
entitles juries to acquit the injured husband of murder who slays 
the violator of his bed in heat of blood. This seems to bea 
recognition of the capital guilt of the crime of adultery, and at 
the same time an allowance, in this case, of the barbarous prin- 
ciple of ‘goelism,’ which the law, in all other cases, has so 
stringently prohibited. But here is the monstrous inconsis- 
tency, that if the crime of the adulterer be of long standing, 
and gradually discovered, no matter how certain the guilt, the 
husband, because no longer punishing in heat of blood, is 
debarred from inflicting the just punishment. The only other 
remedy that remains at the law is an action of damages against 
the seducer, in which the injured husband is constrained to 
degrade all his wrongs to the sordid, pecuniary plea of the loss 
_ of his wife’s services, as a domestic, by this interference. And 
juries are instructed, after ascertaining that there has been an 
unjust interruption of the wife’s domestic services, to appraise 
the compensation, not at its commercial, but at any imaginary 
value, which the seducer’s wealth may enable him to pay. 
Such is the wretched fiction which the law offers to the out- 
raged spouse as the satisfaction for his wrongs. | 

It has always seemed to me that much causeless doubt and 
debate exist among expositors, and that many 
gratuitous admissions have been made by the 
‘most of them, touching the true. status of 
polygamy and divorce in the Old Testament. But so much 
misapprehension exists about the two cases, that the general 
interests of truth prompt a little farther separate discussion of 
each. The two enactments touching divorce which present the 
supposed contradiction in the strongest form, are’ those of 
Moses in Deut. xxiv: 1 to 4, and Matt. xix : 3 to g.. These the 
reader is requested to have under his eye. The form of the 
Pharisees’ question to Christ, “Is it lawful fora man to put 
away his wife for every cause?” concurs with the testimony of 
Josephus, in teaching us that a monstrous perversion of Moses’ 
statute then prevailed. The licentious, and yet self-righteous 
Pharisee claimed, as one of his most unquestioned privileges, the 
right to repudiate a wife, after the lapse of years, and birth of 


3. Divorce and Po- 
lygamy in Pentateuch. 


children, for any caprice whatsoever. The trap which they 


now laid for Christ was designed to compel him either to incur 
the odium of attacking this usage, guarded by a jealous anger, 
or to connive at their interpretation of the statute. Manifestly 
Christ does not concede that they interpreted Moses rightly; 
but indignantly clears the legislation of that holy man from 
their licentious perversions, and then, because of their abuse of 
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it, repeals it by His plenary authority. He refers to that con- 
stitution of the marriage tie which was original, which preceded 
Moses, and was therefore binding when Moses wrote, to show 
that it was impossible he could have enacted what they 
claimed. What, then, did Moses enact? Let us explain it. 
In the ancient society of the East, females being reared in com- 
parative seclusion, and marriages negotiated by intermediaries, 
the bridegroom had little opportunity for a familiar acquaint- 
ance even with the person of the bride. When she was 
brought to him at the nuptials, if he found her disfigured with 
some personal deformity or disease (the undoubted meaning of 
the phrase “some uncleanness”’), which effectually changed 
desire into disgust, he was likely to regard himself as swindled 
in the treaty, and to send the rejected bride back with indignity 
to her father’s house. There she was reluctantly received, and 
in the anomalous position of one in name a wife, yet without 
a husband, she dragged out a wretched existence, incapable of 
marriage, and regarded by her parents and brothers as a dis- 
graceful incumbrance. It was to relieve the wretched fate of 
such a woman that Moses’ law was framed. She was empow- 
ered to exact of her proposed husband a formal annulment of 
the unconsummated contract, and to resume the status of a 
single woman, eligible for another marriage. It is plain that 
Moses’ law contemplates the case, only, in which no consumma- 
tion of marriage takes place. She finds no favour in the eyes 
“of the bridegroom.’ He isso indignant and disgusted that 
desire is put to flight by repugnance. The same fact appears 
from the condition of the law, that she shall in no case return 
to this man, “after she is defiled,’ i. e., after actual cohabita- 
tion with another man had made her unapproachable (without 
moral defilement) by the first. Such was the narrow extent of 
this-law. The act for which it provided was divorce only in 
name, where that consensus, gui matrimonium factt, in the words 
of the law maxim, had never been perfected. The state of. 
social usages among the Hebrews, with parental and fraternal 
severity towards the unfortunate daughter and sister, rendered 
the legislation of Moses necessary and righteous at the time; 
but “a greater than Moses” was now here; and He, after 
defending the inspired law-giver from their vile misrepresenta- 
tion, proceeded to repeal the law, because it had been so per- 
verted, and because the social changes of the age had removed 
its righteous grounds. 

Under the New Testament, divorce proper can take place 
only on two grounds, adultery and permanent desertion, See 
Matt. xix :9; v: 32; 1 Cor. vii: 15. A careful examination 
of these passages will lead us to these truths: That marriage 
is a permanent and exclusive union of one woman to one man; 
and so, can only be innocently dissolved by death: But that 
extreme criminality and breach of contract by one party anni- 
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hilates the bond so that the criminal is as though he were dead 
to the other: That the only sins against the bond, which have 
this effect, are those which are absolutely incompatible with the 
relation, adultery, and wilful, final desertion. In these cases, 
the bond having been destroyed for the innocent party, he is as 
completely a single man, as though the other were dead. Some 
commonwealths have added many other trivial causes of 
divorce; thus sinning grievously against God and the purity of 
the people. The Church may not recognize by her officers or 
acts, any of these unscriptural grounds, or the pretended 
divorces founded on them. 

The case of the polygamist is still clearer; for we assert 
that the whole legislation of the Pentateuch and of all the Old 
Testament is only adverse to polygamy. As some Christian 
divines have taught otherwise, we must ask the reader’s atten- 
tion and patience for a brief statement. Polygamy is recorded 
of Abraham, Jacob, Gideon, Elkanah, David, Solomon; but ' 
so are other sins of several of these; and, as every intelligent 
reader knows, the truthful narrative of holy writ as often dis- 
closes the sins of. good men for our warning, as their virtues for 
our imitation. And he who notes how, in every Bible instance, 
polygamy appears as the cause of domestic feuds, sin, and dis- 
aster, will have little doubt that the Holy Spirit tacitly holds all. 
these cases up for our caution, and not our approval. But, then, 
God made Adam one wife only, and taught him the great law of 
the perpetual unity of the twain, just as it is now expounded by | 
Jesus Christ. (Genesis ii : 23, 24, with Matthew xix: 4 to 6). 
God preserved but one wife each to Noah and his sons. In 
every statute and preceptive word of the Holy Spirit, it is 
always wife, and not wives. The prophets everywhere teach 
how to treat a wife, and not wives. Moses, Leviticus xviii: 18, 
in the code regulating marriage, expressly prohibits the mar- 
riage of a second wife in the life of the first, thus enjoining 
monogamy in terms as clear as Christ’s. Our English version 
hath it: ‘‘ Neither shalt thou’ take a wife to her sister, to vex 
her, to uncover her nakedness, besides the other, in her life-_ 
time.’’ Many insist on taking the word sister here in its literal 
sense, and thus force on the law the meaning that the man 
desiring to practice polygamy may do so, provided he does not 
marry two daughters of the same parents; for if he did 
this, the two sisters sharing his bed would, like Rachel and 
Leah, quarrel more fiercely than two strangers. But the word 
‘sister”’ must undoubtedly be taken in the sense of mates, fel- 
lows, (which it bears in a number of places, e. g., Exod. xxvi 3, 
5,6,17; Ezek. i: 9 and iii: 13), and this for two controlling 
reasons. The other sense makes Moses talk nonsense and 
folly, in the supposed reason for his prohibition; in that it 
makes him argue that two sisters sharing one man’s bed will 
quarrel, but two women having no kindred blood will not. It 
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is false to fact and to nature. Did Leah and Rachel show 
more jealousy than Sarah and Hagar, Hannah and Peninnah? 
But when we understand the law in its obvious sense, that the 
husband shall not divide his bed with a second mate, the first 
still living, because such a wrong ever harrows and outrages the 
great instincts placed in a woman’s heart by her Creator, we 
-make Moses talk truth'and logic worthy of a profound legis- 
lator. The other reason for this construction is, that the other 
sense places the 18th verse in irreconcilable contradiction to 
the 16th verse. This forbids the marriage of a woman to the 
husband of her deceased sister; while the 18th verse, with this 
false reading, would authorize it. 

Once more: Malachi (chap. ii: 14, 15), rebuking the vari- 
ous corruptions of the Jews, evidently includes polygamy ; for 
he argues in favour of monogamy (and also against causeless 
divorce) from the fact that God, ‘who had the residue of the 
Spirit,’ and could as easily have created a thousand women for 
each man as a single one, made the numbers of the sexes equal 
from the beginning. He states this asthe motive, ‘that He 
might seek a godly seed;” that is to say, that the object of 
God in the marriage relation was the right rearing of children, 
which polygamy notoriously hinders. Now the commission of 
an Old Testament prophet was not to legislate a new dispensa- 
tion, for the laws of Moses were in full force; the prophets’ 
business was to expound them. Hence, we infer that the laws 
of the Mosaic dispensation on the subject of polygamy had 
always been such as Malachi declared them. He was but 
applying Moses’ principles. 

To the assertion that the law of the Old Testament dis- 
countenanced polygamy as really as the New Testament, it has 
been objected that the practice was maintained by men too 
pious_towards God to be capable of continuing in it against 
express precept; as, for instance, by the “ king after God’s own 
heart,” David. Did not he also commit murder:and adultery ? 
Surely there is no question whether Moses forbids these! The 
history of good men, alas! shows us too plainly the power of 
general evil example, custom, temptation, and self-love, in 
blinding the honest conscience. It has been objected that 
polygamy was. so universally practised, and so prized, that 
Moses would never have dared to attempt its extinction. 
When will.men learn that the author of the Old Testament 
law was not Moses, but God? Is God timid? Does He fear 
to deal firmly with His creatures? But it is denied that there is . 
any evidence that polygamy was greatly prevalent among the 
Hebrews. And nothing is easier than to show that, if it had 
been, Moses was a legislator bold enough to grapple with it. 
What more hardy than his dealing with the sabbatical year, 
with idolatry? It is objected that the marriage of the widow 
who was childless to the brother of the deceased, to raise up 
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seed to the dead, presents a case of polygamy actually com- 
manded. We reply, no one can show that the next of kin was 
permitted or required to form such marriage when he already 
had a wife. The celebrated J. D. Michaelis, a witness learned 
and not too favourable, says, in his Commentaries on the Laws 
of Moses, of this law, “Nor did it affect a brother having 
already a wife of his own.” Book iii, ch. vi. § 98. 

It is objected that polygamy is recognized as a permitted 
relation in Deut. xxi : 15-17, where the husband of a polygam- 
ous marriage is forbidden to transfer the brirthright from the 
eldest son to a younger, the child of a more favoured wife; and 
in Exod. xxi: 9, 10, where the husband is forbidden to deprive 
aless favoured wife of her marital rights and maintenance. 
Both these cases are explained by the admitted principle, that 
there may be relations which it was sin to form, and which yet 
it is sinful to break when formed. No one doubts whether the 
New Testament makes polygamy unlawful; yet it seems prob- 
able that the apostles gave the same instructions to the hus- 
bands of a plurality of wives entering the Christian Church. 
There appears, then, no evidence that polygamy was allowed in 
the laws of Moses. 

The light of nature, as revealed in the sentiments of nearly 
all mankind, teaches that there are degrees of relationship, 
between which marriage would be unnatural and monstrous. 
Thus, most commonwealths make incest penal. The only 
place in the Scriptures, where these degrees are laid down, is 
Levit. xvii. Concerning this place two important questions 
arise: I. Is this law still binding? 2. How is it to be ex- 
pounded? We hold that this law, although found in the 
Hebrew code, has. not passed away; because neither ceremo- 
nial nor typical, and because founded in traits of man and 
society common to ali races and ages. We argue also, pre- 
sumptively, that if this law is a dead one, then the Scriptures con- 
tain nowhere a distinct legislation against this great crime of 
incest. But we have more positive proof. In the law itself it 
is extended to foreigners dwelling in Israel. (Levit. xviii : 26) 
and to all pagan nations, equally with the -Hebrew, (verses 24 
to 27). In the New Testament, we find the same law enforced 
by the Apostle Paul. 1 Cor.v:1. For this incestuous mem- 
ber evidently took his step-mother as his wife. Unless this 
Levitical law is the one’on which this man is condemned, there 
is no other. The permanent, rational grounds, for prohibiting 
marriage within these degrees, seem to be the following: The 
marital affection is unique, and such that it cannot righteously 
obtain towards more than one object. But the virtuous social 
affections, which should obtain towards near relatives, embrace 
all such with similar sentiments, though varying in degree. The 
one affection is incompatible with the other. The fraternal, for 
instance, excludes marital. Second, if the more intimate rela- 
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tions were legitimately in prospect, between persons who must 
before live in the daily intimacy of the same home, temptation 
presented by this privacy and opportunity would corrupt the 
family and reduce it to a bestial grossness. And third: man’s 
animal nature now utters its protest, by the deterioration and 
congenital infirmities, which it visits usually on the unfortunate 
children of these marriages within lawful degrees. Naturalists 
now teach, that among the lower animals, the deterioration of 
offspring from “ breeding in”’ depends on the question, whether 
the blood of the parents is purely of one variety. They say 
that if it is, no depreciation appears. But if the parents are of 
a mixed stock, “breeding in” results ina rapid decline of the 
progeny. 3 

This curious fact may perhaps throw some light on the dif- 
ficult question: whence Adam’s son’s drew their wives without 
incest. We, who hold to the unity of the race, must answer 
that they married their own sisters. Must we admit then, that 
an act which is now monstrous, was then legitimate? Does 
not this admission tend to place the law against incest among 
the merely positive and temporary precepts? The only reply 
is: that the trite saw, ‘‘ Circumstances alter cases,’ has some 
proper applications even to problems essentially moral. The 
peculiar condition of the human family may have rendered that 
proper at first, which, under changed conditions became mor- 
ally wrong. Among these circumstances, was the purity or 
homogeneity of the blood. There was absolutely but the one 
variety of the human race; so that deterioration of the prog- 
eny by physical law could not follow. But now, in consequence 
of the dispersions and immigrations of the race, the blood of 
every tribe is mixed, and breeding in becomes a crime against 
the offspring. But we know too little of the scanty history of 
the first men, to speculate with safety here. The command to 
replenish the earth was given to Adam and Eve in their pure 
- estate, in which, had it continued, incest, like every other sin, 
would have been impossible. Who can deny, but that the mar- 
riages contracted between the sons and daughters of the first 
parents, after the fall, were sinful in God’s eyes? It is not un- 
reasonable to suppose that, thus, the very propagation of the 
degraded race, to which its present earthly existence under the 
mercy of God is due, began in sin and shame; that its very 
perpetuation is the tolerated consequence of a flagrant crime! 

Every Christian Church and commonwealth has acted on 
the belief, that this Levitical law fixes, for all subsequent time, 
the degrees within which marriage is lawful. The second ques- 
tion is touching its interpretation. We must either assume that 
every degree within which God designed to prohibit marriage 
is expressly mentioned in the law: or that the prohibitions men- 
tioned are representatives of classes. The former construction 
is excluded by this thought; that it would have permitted cases 
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of incest precisely as unnatural and monstrous as those so 
sternly forbidden. Why should it be a crime for a man to 
marry the widow of his deceased brother; and legitimate fora 
woman to marry the husband of a deceased sister? Hence, 
all sound expositors are agreed in this view. That when mar- 
riage within a given relationship is forbidden, this excludes the 
connection between other corresponding degrees of the same 
nearness. The law in some cases, as in verse 10, extends 
itself on this principle, and thus confirms our construction. 
Rome and. many other corrupt Churches, while allowing 
marriage to be lawful for laymen, yet exalt celibacy as a state 
of superior purity and excellence. She seeks to find ground 
for this, in such passages as Matt. xix; 11-13; 1 Cor. vii: 34. 
We set her plea aside, by showing that the New Testament only 
advises celibacy as a matter of prudence, (not of sanctity) in 
times of persecution and uncertainty. Rome’s doctrine finds 
its real origin in the philosophy of the Gnostics and Mani- 
chzans, who regarded the flesh as the source of all evil, and 
hence its propagation as unholy. The same error led them to 
deny Christ’s corporeal humanity, and the resurrection of the 
body. It needs no refutation here. That “marriage is honour- 
able in all,” we argue from man’s very nature, as male and 
female: from the fact that God instituted it for man in Para- 
dise: from the example of the holiest prophets: from the fact 
that it is the chosen type of Christ’s union to his Church: and 
from its necessity to the existence of man’s most holy social 
affections, as the maternal. : 
A supposed obligation of propriety and delicacy has usu- 
Shits asdinet Seventi ally kept our pulpits silent concerning the 
Commandment to be Sins of unchastity; and hence, no doubt, in 
Rebuked with Sanc- large part, the shocking callousness and un- 
aye soundness of public opinion concerning the 
sins of its breach. It is my opinion that this omission should 
be corrected by the pastors. When I say this, I would not by 
any means be understood as encouraging ministers to disregard 
any sentiment of delicacy or propriety which may exist. On 
the contrary, all such sentiments, where not positively false, are 
to be honoured by him; and he should be, in all his intercourse, 
the model of delicacy. But there is a guarded and holy way 
of discussing such subjects, which clearly reveals chastity and 
not pruriency as its temper, and purity as its object. This is 
the style in which the pastor should speak on these difficult 
subjects. ; 
In discussing the eighth commandment, we proceed from 
beta or aM the duties of chastity to those of commu- 
Commandment © tative justice... The scope of the command 
is to protect the rights of property. Under 
the simple head of “stealing” it “forbids whatsoever doth or 
may unjustly hinder our own, or our neighbour's wealth and 
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outward estate ;” and “‘requireth the lawful procuring and fur- 
therance of the wealth of ourselves and others.” This expo- 
sition implies that there is a sense in which a man may steal 
from himself. While there is a sense in which our property 
belongs to us, and not to our neighbour, and his to him, and not 
to us; yet we are all stewards of God, and in the higher sense, 
all property belongs to Him. Obviously then, God’s property 
right may be as much outraged by our misuse of what is law- 
fully in our stewardship, as by interfering with another’s trust. 
The forms in which the worldly estate of our neighbour may be 
wronged, are innumerable. The essence of theft is in the vio- 
lation of the Golden Rule as to our neighbour’s property. The 
essence of stealing is the obtaining our neighbour’s goods with- 
out his intentional consent and without fair market value re- 
turned. However it may be done, whenever we get from our 
neighbour something for nothing, without his consent, there is 
theft. 

This commandment requires us, as to our own wordly 
estate, to practice such industry as will pro- 
vide for ourselves and those dependent on us 
a decent subsistence—to eschew idleness, 
which is a species of robbery practiced on the common hive by 
the drone; to avoid prodigality; and to appropriate our own 
goods in due proportion to their proper uses. The command- 
ment, as it applies to our neighbour’s wealth, forbids robbery, 
or forcible taking, theft, or taking by stealth, all swindling and 
getting of property by false pretences; forestalling and regra- 
ting in times of scarcity ; wastefulness, tending to the greed for 
other’s wealth, extortion, embezzlement of public wealth, false 
measures and weights, contracting debts beyond the known 
ability to pay, eating usury, gambling, infidelity in working for 
wages, or in the quality of things manufactured for sale, avail- 
ing oneself of legal advantages for evading obligations mor- 
ally binding, &c., &c. 

But what is the origin of the moral rights of possession ? 

The sense of meum and tuum is one of the 
Naps ee Posses- earliest rational ideas developed, and con- 

; tinues to be one of the strongest. But its 
ethical origin has been much debated. Some have reasoned 
that in a state of nature, it arose out of first possession. But 
is not priority in finding and possessing a natural object, a mere 
accident? And if men are naturally equal in rights, as these 
persons always assume, can it be that a mere accident deter- 
mines the moral right? Some, therefore, desert this theory, 
and suppose that the right of possession in a state of nature, 
arises out of the expenditure of some labour on the object pos- 
sessed. This theory, again, fails to account for many cases, 
where no labour is bestowed, and yet the right is perfect; and 
it is moreover, unreasonable. Jurists incline much to make 


Special Sins and Du- 
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property the mere creature of civil law. This is evidently erro- 
neous. For the right of property must precede civil society, 
being one of the foundations on which it is built. These futile 
surmises illustrate the folly and defect of a philosophy which 
insists on proceeding upon mere naturalistic grounds. These 
men leave out God, the most essential, and in a true sense, the 
most ‘natural’ member of the theorem; and they assume a 
‘state of nature,’ in which no creature ever rightfully existed. 
No wonder, therefore, that their solution is abortive. Now, the 
truth is, that there is but one perfect source for a right of prop- 
erty, creation out of nothing; and consequently, but one natu- 
ral proprietor, God the Maker. The only rational solution of 
the existence of a right of property in man is also the scriptu- 
ral one, that contained in the second and ninth chapters of 
Genesis, God’s gift of the world and its contents to man, as His 
tenant. Our individual interests in the gift are, then, based on 
the golden Rule, and properly regulated in detail by the laws of 
civil society. This position is vital to our security. For on 
any lower theory of right, an invasion of property may be 
plausibly justified whenever the majority persuade themselves 
that it is most politic. 
The question whether all usury, or hire for the use of 
Pen try money, is not unrighteous, was much de- 
lawful, ifModerate, | Dated by mediaeval moralists. The usual 
argument against it was, that money coin, 
had in it no power of increase. A box of coin, said these 
Scholastics, is not like a measure of corn, capable of germina- 
tion and increase; it is as barren, if left to itself, as the gravel 
of the Sahara. It is labour only (or nature) which multiplies 
values. Hence to exact hire for money is taking something for 
nothing—essential theft. And the legislation of Moses, which 
prohibited the taking of any usury from brother Hebrews, was 
misunderstood, and then cited to confirm, their conclusion. 

If their premises were true, their' conclusion would be 
valid. Money is not, in fact, fruitless, and utterly devoid of a 
power of reproduction. It is a mere illusion to compare the 
box of coin to a box of barren gravel. For money is the rep- 
resentative of values; it is its purchasing power, and not its 
metallic constitution as simple matter, which makes it money. 
Now values are reproductive. Capital, has a true power of 
increase, The multiplication of values is by the combination 
of capital and labour. If labour fecundates capital, it is 
equally true that capital arms labour for success. Hence, it is 
just as fair that capital lent should receive its just hire, as that 
labour should. | | 

It is interesting to notice that the Bible never commits 
itself to any erroneous philosophy, no matter how current 


among men. The Hebrew laws, properly understood, do not 


condemn all usury as sinful. They permit taking reasonable 
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usury from Gentiles, forbid it from their brethren. Nor was 
this permission as to Gentiles an expression of hostility 
towards them. The system of Moses harboured no such 
spirit; but taught the Hebrews to regard Gentiles (except the 
Amorites, &c.) as neighbours. On the contrary, the taking of 
a fair hire for money lent, lawful and reasonable in itself, was 
only forbidden as to their Hebrew brethren, as one instance of 
that special fraternity and mutual help, which God enjoined on 
them as pensioners upon His land. The case stands on the 
same footing with the prohibition to glean the fields, to beat 
the olive groves, or to take up the sheaf casually dropped on 
the road. These things were exacted, as special contributions 
to their more needy brethren. The law of the case may be 
seen in Exod. xxii: 25; Levit. xxv: 36, 37; Deut. xxii: Ig, 
20; Nehem. v: 7 and 8, &c.; Matt. xxv: 27. 
When we take advantage of the urgent necessities of our 
8. Buying and Sell. Neighbour, in buying or selling, we sin 
ing under the Law of against both honesty and charity. If our 
ne sah neighbour is compelled by his wants to sell 
some commodity, for whatever he can get,that fact does not 
make that commodity worth less than the market price to you 
who buy it. If he is compelled to have some commodity 
instantly, whatever it may cost him, that fact does not make it 
worth more than the market price to youwho sell it tohim. If 
therefore, you take advantage of his necessity, to force him to 
sell you his goods fora less price than you yourself would give, 
if you could not take this advantage, you rob him of the differ- 
ence. And it is fraud committed under peculiarly base circum- 
staeces. For his necessity, instead of arousing your cupidity, 
ought to excite compassion. Instead of taking advantage of 
- his necessities, you should charitably aid in relieving them. 
Such measures are excused, I know, by saying that he makes 
the bargain voluntarily, or that his necessity makes the price 
which you give him, actually worth to him individually, in his 
circumstances, what he gave in exchange for it. To these 
heartless excuses there is one answer, which at a touch, ex- 
poses their worthlessness, “Do unto others as ye would 
they should do unto you.” How would you like to have your 
necessity thus abused? And yet, how many men are there 
who watch, like harpies, for these opportunities. to make what 
they call a good bargain. 

[t is much to be feared that one chief trait of modern civ- 
ilization is its fertility in expedients by which theft may be com- 
mitted without incurring its social and legal penalties. The 
Wise Man has said, that ‘money answereth all things.’ Its 
purchasing power commands all material, and many intellectual 
values. Hence the desire for money, or avarice, is the protean 
and all-including affection. Money gratifies ambition, pride, 
all sensual appetites, in a word, all the appetencies which make 

27* 


418 SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


up the “carnal mind.” Hence the eighth commandment, is, 
in a peculiar sense, the perpetual object of invasion and assault 
in the daily lives of worldly men. With the multiplication of 
the expedients and combinations for creating wealth, oppor- 
tunities by which astute men can abstract their fellows’ posses- 
sions without just equivalent, are enormously multiplied. The 
intricacies of finance, the power of boards of directors sitting 
in secret to enhance or depreciate the values entrusted to them, 
the vastness and complication of the business and obligations 
of the great corporations who are debtors to multitudes of 
private persons, rendering the credit of the former a question 
utterly unfathomable to their creditors; the unscrupulous 
means for blighting the credit of securities; and a thousand 
other arts of like character, enable the adepts to filch from 
their neighbours vast aggregates of wealth. All these meas- 
ures are but disguised thefts. And alas! they constitute a 
large part of modern methods of business. The sudden accu- 
mulation of a large speculative fortune can rarely be innocent, 
and ought not to be the object of any Christian’s desire. So, 
the concealment ftom the vendor of a recent increase in the 
value of what he sells, in order to buy it forless than its worth, 
is an injustice exactly parallel to the concealment of a defect 
in the thing sold for the purpose of getting more than its 
worth. Those who plead for this, urge that their special 
knowledge is their private property, which they have a right to 
use for their own profit. The answer is, that knowledge affect- 
ing a joint transaction, like bargain and sale, where two parties’ 
rights are equitably involved, is not private property, and can- 
not be monopolized without violating the law of love. It 
should be admitted, that when merchants employ their means 
and industry to collect useful commercial intelligence, a fair. - 
compensation for that use of capital and labour should bea 
part of the lawful profits of traffic. But when this power of 
knowledge is pressed beyond that limit, it becomes a breach of 
the precept. It is to be feared, that the chief practical obsta- 
cle to the proper exposition of it is the consciousness, that it 
would ‘cut too deep,’ and condemn inexorably the larger part 
of what nominal Christians practice. 
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LECTURE XXXV. - 
SECOND TABLE. (9th and 10th COMMANDMENTS.) 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What is the general scope of the 9th Commandment, and what the duties re- 
quired, and sins forbidden under it? See 
Thornwell on Truth. —_Pascal’s Provincial Letters. 
2. On what is the duty of speaking truth grounded, and how does its practical 
importance appear ? 
3. Define the sin of speaking evil of ones’ neighbor, and argue. 
4. Is it ever lawful to deceive? 
5. What the scope and meaning of the roth Commandment, and what are the 
duties required and sins forbidden under it? 
6. What evidence of the divine mission of Moses in the character of the Deca- 
ogue? 
‘ 7. What doth every sin deserve at God’s hands? See 
Anselm, Cur Deus Homo, pt. i, ch. 21. See, on the whole, Larger Cat., Qu. 
143-152. Ridgeley (same Qu). Turrettin, Loc. xi, Qu. 20-23, and Qu. 26, 
Green’s Lect., 54-58. Calvin’s Inst., bk. ii, ch. 8, 4.47-51. Hodges’ Theol., 
pt. ii, ch. 19, 3 13, 14. Bp. Hopkins on the oth and roth Commandments. 


W E hold that the general scope of the Ninth Command- 
ment is to enjoin the virtue of Truth, as represented, 
according to the usual method of the Deca- 
logue, under the capital duty of fidelity in 
pubiic witness-bearing. This precept “ requi- 
reth the maintaining and promoting of truth between man and 
man, and of our own and our neighbour's good name, especially 
in witness-bearing.” It ‘“ forbiddeth whatsoever is prejudicial 
to truth, or injurious to our own or our neighbour’s good name.” 
The duty of veracity is founded on the nature and import- 
ance of God’s will enjoining truth. Truth 
may be said to be the using of signs by 
which we express or assert anything, con- 
formably to our belief of the real state of the thing spoken of. 
All the practical concerns of man’s life are with the real 
state of things. Fictitious informations are, 
to us, naught, or worse than naught. They 
may fatally betray us into mistake ; they can- 
not be the grounds of any beneficial or successful action. On 
the real state of the markets depends the merchant’s profits. 
On the real power of the medicine depend the physician’s suc- 
cess and the sick man’s restoration. On the real nature of 
vegetable laws depends the reward of the farmer’s toil. In 
every conceivable concern of man it is truth, the communi- 
cation which is in accordance with reality, that is useful. Ac- 
cordingly our Maker has endued us with a mental appetite of 
which truth is the natural food. The statement on which we 
cannot rely gives no pleasure. True, another faculty than the 
419 
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understanding, the fancy, finds its appropriate pleasure in fiction. 
But here also a tribute is paid to the truth; for in order that the 
fictitious may give any pleasure to the fancy, even, it must be 
truth-like. 
Now veracity is the observance of truth in our communi- 
. cations. Its importance appears from the fact 
eee ee chiefly that almost all man knows is derived from com- 
munication. The whole value of the state- 
ments we receive is in their truth. If they are false they are 
naught, or worse than naught.’ The usefulness of communi- 
cated knowledge to us, depends, therefore, wholly on our confi- 
dence in its truth. Every lie helps to destroy that confidence. 
Just so far as we perceive lies prevail, so far the value of com- 
municated knowledge to us is destroyed. Should we reach 
that state when no trust could be put in the veracity of any 
fellow-man, all such knowledge would, to us, virtually, cease to 
exist. But to what a state would this reduce us? We proudly 
call the brutes dumb; indicating that it is man’s gift of speech 
mainly, which separates us from beasts. It is this which enables 
us to receive facts and ideas besides our own. ‘The wise teach 
the ignorant. The skill of each generation does not die with 
it; but it is communicated to the next. Knowiedge is handed 
down, until our generation finds itself endowed with the accu- 
mulated experience of all previous ones. It is this which 
makes our civilization. But if all reliance upon communicated 
knowledge is destroyed, we are reduced to a state of savage 
ignorance, but little above that of the higher animals. We 
should know nothing but what we had ourselves seen and expe- 
rienced; because we could trust nothing else. Education 
would be impossible; for how can knowledge be communicated 
when truth is banished? We must continue to exist in that in- 
fantile ignorance in which the child begins life, except so far as 
our own unaided efforts might instruct us, at the cost of suffer- 
ing and perhaps of destruction. The advance which each indi- 
vidual made in such a condition, would wholly die with him; 
his son must begin life as he did, an ignorant savage, and run 
the same contracted round of puny, misdirected progress, and 
in his turn die, carrying all his knowledge to the grave with 
him. The latest generation would live in the same savage igno- 
rance with the earliest. Religion would be as impossible as 
education; and all its blessings and consolations equally un- 
known ; for religion cannot exist without trust. Each one of 
you would be an insulated, helpless, wretch, more completely 
deprived of society than the gregarious herds. He who deals 
in falsehood does what in him lies'to bring his race to this 
degraded and miserable state. If all men should be false like 
him, and in all their communications, this state would be actu-. 
ally reached. 
It may be shown in another light that the liar is the enemy 
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of God and man, by considering the effect of 
his vice on our mutual confidence. The 
intercourse of human business is but a count- 
less series of implied engagements. Unless we can trust the 
fidelity of those whom we must employ, co-operation is at an 
end, If you cannot trust the postman who contracts to carry 
your letters, the conductor who guides the vehicle in which you 
ride, the pilot who steers your ship, the agent who transacts 
your business, the cook who engages to dress your food, you 
can neither write, nor ride, nor sail, nor eat, nor conduct any 
trade. Government would be at an end, because the ruler 
could not trust his agents and officers, and his power would be 
limited to his own presence. ° In short, if confidence is destroyed 
then all the bands which unite man with his fellow are loosed : 
each man must struggle on unaided by his fellows, as thoughhe 
were the sole forlorn remnant of a perishing race. Confidence 
is as essential also, to all the social affections which shed happi- 
ness on the heart, as to the utilities of our outer life. It is the 
basis of friendship and love. To mistrust is to despise. To 
trust, to be trusted with unshaken faith, is the charm of domes- 
tic love. 3 

Were there no truth then, every fellow-man would be your 
enemy; you would be insulated from your 
kind; every social affection would take its 
flight from the earth. Man would be reduced 
to a solitary miserable savage, “whose hand would be against 
every man and every man’s hand against him.” Even the ani- 
mals must, in a certain sense, keep faith with each other, in order 
to make their gregariousness possible. Even savages must 
cultivate fidelity to truth within some narrow limits; or else the 
extermination of their scanty existence would speedily follow. 

Indeed the conditions of savage society are sufficient illus- 
trations of my conclusions; for when you examine into the 
causes of its barbarism, when you detect why savages are, 
compared with civilized men, few, poor, wretched, insecure and 
unfurnished with all the blessings which ameliorate life; you 
perceive that it is because falsehood and unrighteousness have 
made trust, mutual aid, and instruction almost impossible among 
them. They remain such, only because they cannot trust each 
other. Savagery is simply sin; and most notably the sin of 
lying.- 

Not only is veracity a virtue, but truth is, in a certain sense, 
the condition of all other virtues. Hence it 
is that in many places of the Bible,truth is 
almost synonymous with righteousness. The 
“man that doeth truth’ is the man that does his duty. The 
godly man is “he that speaketh the truth in his heart.’ To 
‘execute the judgment of truth’ is to execute righteous judg- 
ment. This language is profoundly accurate. The motive of 
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every act which has moral quality must be a reasonable one; 
and truth, as we know, is the appointed light of the under- 
standing. I mean that no man does a truly virtuous act unless 
he has an intelligent reason for doing it. But how can the mind 
see a reason unless it finds it in some truth? Consider, farther, 
that all the inducements to right actions are in the truth; but 
all the inducements to wrong acts are false. Error and sin are 
kindred evils, as truth and holiness are handmaid and mistress. 
Truth is the instrument by which the Holy Ghost sanctifies the 
soul. John xvii: 17. Thus wé find its*most exalted value in 
this, that it is the means of redemption for a ruined world. It 
is as beneficent as falsehood is mischievous. The one is our 
guide to heaven; the other leads to hell. ) 

There is a world just such as the liar would make this: 
where falsehood reigns and where confidence is unknown. 
There, in its fiery lake, all liars have their part. The ruler of 
this world is he who “was a liar from the beginning and the 
Father of it.” There, to deceive and be deceived is the uni- 
versal rule, and therefore mistrust sits brooding over every 
heart, and scowls in every look. Each one beholds in every 
other an object of fear and scorn, and feels an equal scorn for 
himself, because he “knows himself as false as they. In the 
midst of myriads each suffering heart is alone, for it finds no 
other breast on which it can repose. Hostility and solitude 
separate each wretch from his fellows, and the only society is 
the reciprocations of reproaches and injuries. Hell is but the 
complete and universal reign of falsehood, and the tendency of 
every lie is to reduce our world to it. 

If we weigh these things we shall see the grounds of that 
practical truth, that the virtue of veracity is the foundation of 
all right character. Says the French proverb. Qud dit men- 
teur dit ausst larron. And amore infallible proverb asserts that 
“Tf any man offend not in word, the same is a perfect man.” 
(Jas. iii: 2). Hence a sacred regard for truth should be incul- 
cated on the young especially; and they should be taught to 
regard lying as the inlet of all vice and corruption. | 

In thus illustrating the usefulness and importance of the 
practice of veracity, I do not intend to rest its obligation on 
that ground. These facts are merely subordinate to the argu- 
ment. They illustrate, but do not constitute, the obligation. 
And even for this use, their chief value is, that they are instan- 
ces under a general truth, leading us to it. That proposition is, 
that truth is natural to man’s soul. It is the appointed padulum 
anime. As the eye craves light, so the mind loves the truth. 
It is the natural instinct of the mind, undebauched by a sinful 
experience, to credit what is told it by any rational fellow- 
creature; and it requires the bitter experience of deceptions 
often repeated to curb this tendency. While we are limited to 
the sphere of philosophy and natural theology then, we find the’ 
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obligation to truth in these fundamental facts, which reveal the 
will ‘of the Creator as it is impressed on the constitution of the 
soul. ‘To those therefore, who would ask: Why am I bound 
to speak the truth? I would briefly answer: Because it is the 
law of our nature: it is the fundamental datum of conscience, a 
command of God impressed upon the moral structure of the 
soul.” It follows hence that the obligation is universal, and is 
not conditioned, as Paley intimates, on any implied promise 
given by the speaker. When we pass from philosophy to rev- 
elation, we find a still broader and deeper foundation for the 
obligation to truth, in the nature of that God “ who cannot lie,” 
who is the “ God of truth,’ His precepts are the sure and suf. 
ficient rule of our duty. He has told us that ‘every lar is 
abomination in His sight,” and has required us to speak truth 
one to another. 

Every right habit of action (consuetudo) implies a right dis- 
position (Aabz/us) of will. This general law should be enough 
to convince us of another great fact, which is too often over- 
looked in ethical discussions of this duty: that there is a virtue 
of truthfulness, back of the practice of veracity, and the source 
of it, which we are bound to possess. This is the love of truth 
for its own sake. The virtue in its last analysis is not a habit 
qualifying the actions and words, but an active principle quali- 
fying the will itself. Just asin any other class of moral acts, 
the act is moral simply because of the active principle which is 
regulative thereof. No more is needed than to state the truth. 
And this truth dissolves, at a touch, the vain assertion that the 
intelligence acts by its necessary logical laws and therefore 
‘irresponsibly to the conscience. On the contary, the intelli- 
gence acts always under strict responsibility to the conscience ; 
and man is responsible for his mental beliefs. 

The sin of slander, or backbiting, where the assertions of 
evil in our neighbour are false, is understood. 
Its malignity is great, as it assails him in a 
point very dear to him—his good name—and 
is usually Meended with vile adjuncts of secrecy and treachery. 
Jas.\iii: 6, 7. But it is not so well understood that it is often a 
sin of evil speaking to repeat true accusations against our 
neighbour. There are times when the,cause of virtue demands 
that ill-conduct shall be denounced. And when such occasions 
arise, the virtuous man will not be afraid to speak out. But it 
is a sin against our erring neighbour to give unnecessary cur- 
rency to his faults. “Charity rejoiceth not in iniquity.’ The 
fact that our neighbour has truly sinned does not place him out- 
side the pale of charity, nor does it entitle us to inflict on him 
any unnecessary injury or pain. Moreover, the recital of evil, 
true or false, has a natural tendency to familiarize the soul with 
it, to defile the memory and imagination, and to habituate the 
mind and conscience to wrong. It is, especially to the youzg, 
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a real misfortune to have to hear of that which is morally foul. 
This mischief should never be causelessly wrought by detailing 
sins, no matter how true, without necessity. 

Many Christian moralists have held that there are inten- 

4. Are all Decep- tional deceptions which are not breaches of 
tions Lies? Negative the ninth commandment, and are innocent 
migaaent: in God’s sight. They describe these, as the 
cases where the person deceived had no right to know; and 
where the result of the deception was righteous and beneficial; 
as when a robber or murder is misled away from his victim by 
an innocent deception ; or where a defensive army deceives’ an 
invader by strategems. Their arguments are chiefly these ; 
that the parties deceived, in such cases, being engaged in 
a wicked design, have no right to the benefits of veracity as 
between man and man: That the best men, as Joshua, Wash- 
ington, &c., when commanders of armies, made adroit use of 
stratagems; and the common conscience of mankind approves, 
and would count it morbid conscience and insane quixotry, to 
refuse such means of defence: That many instances are 
recorded, of Bible saints.as Abraham, Moses, Joshua, &c., who 
prosperously employed concealment and_ stratagems, (see for 
instance, Joshua viii: 3, &c.,) and that there are even cases in 
which God or Christ seems to do the same, as in the assumption 
of a human body, Gen. xviii: 2. in the walk to Emmaus, Luke 
xxiv: 28. They add, also, that the consistent enforcement of 
the opposite doctrine would many times be suicidal and pre- 
posterous. 

There are however, those who hold that absolutely “no lie 
is of the truth.’ They admit indeed, that it 
is a man’s privilege, where no right exists to 
demand information of him, to keep silence, 
or use concealment. But they assert that, if he employs any 
signs by which itis usually understood information is conveyed, 
he must employ them absolutely according to reality; and that 
in no case can he intentionally produce a deception, without 
the sin of lying. They, argue in general, that the opposite 
license proceeds upon a utilitarian theory of obligation. But 
this theory is false, and as no finite mind can correctly judge 
the whole utility or hurtfulness of a given declaration in its 
ulterior consequences, no practical basis or rule of obligation. 
would be left at all To the instances of deception in war, by 
great patriots, and their approval by the world, they reply, that 
good men are imperfect, and commit errors; and that the pub- 
lic conscience is unhealthy. To the instances of Bible-saints, 
they say with justice, that often the errors of good men are 
recorded for our instruction, when they are by no means sanc- 
tioned. As to the instances claimed, from the acts of the Mes- 
siah, concealment is not deception; His appearance in human 
form, without at first disclosing His divinity, was not a suggestio 
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falsi, but only a concealment of His nature until the suitable 
time. So, His seeming to design a journey farther than 
Emmaus was a mere question propounded to the disciples. 
As to the inconveniences of absolute truth, sometimes extreme, 
they point to the obligations laid upon the martyrs, and remind 
us, that it is no rare thing for Christ to require of us obedience 
rather than life. In fine, they urge that on any other ground 
than theirs, no tenable or consistent rule remains; and we have 
a mere ‘ point of honour’ requiring us to speak truth under cer- 
tain contingencies, instead of a fixed rule of moral obligation. 

It must be confessed, that the reasons of the latter party 
are more honourable to the divine authority, 
and more elevating and safe, than those of 
the former. The replies given to a part of their arguments are 
also valid. I wouldadd that it is of perilous tendency and obvi- 
ously erroneous, to represent one’s obligation to speak truth as 
only correlated to the hearer’s right to receive a true communi- 
cation. Man could never be safely trusted to judge for himself 
when his fellow man had that right. Indeed, on that basis, 
human declarations would be practically worthless; for the 
hearer must always remember that the speaker’s word can only 
be accepted as conveying truth, provided he secretly judges the 
hearer to be entitled to it; and of this proviso there can be no 
assurance not encumbered with the same fatal condition. 
Again, it is very far from being a general truth, that our duties 
are only corelated to the rights of their objects. Thus, I 
may be under a high obligation (to God) to bestow alms on my 
undeserving enemy. And this suggests the still <tronger 
answer; that God, and not the hearer, is the true object on 
whom any duty of veracity terminates. Godalways has a right 
to expect truth of me, however unworthy the person to whom I 
speak. 

Yet the sober mind cannot but feel that there is an extreme, 
to which the higher view cannot be pushed. I presume that no 
man would feel himself guilty for deceiving a mad dog in order 
to destroy him, or for misleading an assassin from his victim, 
when helpless otherwise, to prevent murder. But it is more im- 
portant to say, that, in at least a few cases, as in Joshua viii: 2, 
God Himself authorized a designed deception for the purpose 
of punishing the guilty. As His authorizing Joshua to exter- 
minate the Amorites proves that all killing is not murder, so, 
does not His authorizing him to deceive them prove that all 
deception is not lying? Hence, I would offer, with diffidence, 
another statement of the matter, which may be found to con- 
tain the reconciliation of the difficulty. Under what circum- 
stances is killing by man no murder? Is not human life sacred, 
and the property of the Maker alone? The law answers: Man 
may kill, when the guilty life is forfeited to God, and He author- 
izes man to destroy it, as His agent. So, I conceive, extreme 
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purposes of aggression, unjust and malignant, and aiming at 
our very existence, constitute a forfeiture of rights for the 
guilty assailant. During the dominancy of his active malice, 
they dehumanize him as to his intended victim: his life is for- 
feited to the superior right of self-defence. That right emerges, 
and the man attacked innocently slays the assailant. By the 
rule that the greater includes the less, may he not also deceive 
him for a righteous purpose? One advantage of this view is, 
that it gives this right of deception only in the extreme case, 
where life is maliciously assailed. And the argument is not the 
same we discarded, which made the duty of veracity correlative 
only to the hearer’s right to truth. For my plea is; this assail- 
ant not only has no right to it, he is out of the category of 
beings to whom truth is relevant, for the time. He is not a 
rational man, but a brute. It may be asked with much force: 
has this outlaw for the time being, a right to truth, after he has 
forfeited the right to existence? Does not the greater forfeiture 
include the less? Is he not, pro tempore, in the category of a 
beast of prey? But the moment he is disabled from aggres- 
sion, or turns to a better mind, his rights to truth revive, as do 
his claims on our charity and forbearance. Hence, while the 
good man will righteously deceive his invading enemy with 
stratagems, the moment a flag of truce appears, or his enemy is 
disabled and captured, he is bound to act with as perfect sin- 
cerity as towards his bosom friend. I would add, in guarding 
this concession, that if an innocent man makes a vow, promise, or 
engagement to his unrighteous assailant, under whatever violent 
threat, or other inducement, he is bound to the faithful perform- 
ance of that engagement, unless the thing promised is sin per 
se. For the engagement was voluntary; he had the option of 
choosing to make it or endure the threatened evil. The good 
man is one who “sweareth to his own hurt, and changeth not.” 
Pau arr or. 

Rome, as ‘we saw, having suppressed the 2nd Command- 
ment, divides the 10th in order to make out 
the requisite number. Her 9th Command- 
ment is, ‘‘ Thou shalt not covet thy neigh- 
bor’s house;” and her roth, “ Neither shalt thou desire his 
wife,” &c. Her plea is, that houses are typical of property ; 
and wives of those things whieh excite sensual desire. The 
oth Commandment, therefore forbids covetousness; the 1oth, 
lust and appetite. But unfortunately, the “ox and ass,” obvious 
“property” are in the latter part; and in Deut. v : 21, where 
Moses recites the Decalogue literally, he puts the wife first, and 
the —property second. There is no basis for the distinction. 
For what is property craved by sinners? Only for its instru- 
mentality to satisfy some appetite or sensual desire. The 
general unity of the subject, besides, proves that it was one 
command. . 


5. Popish Division of 
roth Commandment. 
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It may be said, in brief, that this command finds the key- 
note of its exposition in the text: “Keep 
thy heart with all diligence; for out of it are 
the issues of life.’ The five commands of the second table cut 
off the streams of transgression; this deals with the fountain 
head. The others forbid wrong volitions; this forbids concu- 
piscence, as tending thereto. In the roth Commandment, then, 
we have the crowning spirituality of the Law; thus making it 
complete, and every way worthy of God, and adapted to man 
as a rational free agent. 
In closing this subject I would offer two remarks. The 
first is upon the admirable comprehension, 
Y wisdom, and method of the Decalogue. We 
have here ten simple and brief precepts, each 
one commending itself to the natural conscience of the most 
unlearned, simple in word, few in number, unostentatious in 
arrangement. When we first look at them, we are inclined to 
think that, while they are very true and good, there is nothing 
very wonderful; that they are obvious things which any good 
man might utter, aud to a much greater number than ten. But 
when we examine them in detail, we find that they are the 
heads of all the: branches of man’s duty, arranged with the 
most logical order, presenting nothing superfluous, and yet, 
with all their brevity, omitting nothing of all the vast circle of 
human duty! How clear their purity and justice! How 
amazing their comprehension! What completeness! Let 
human ingenuity hunt out some branch of human duty which is 
omitted. It cannot. In these ten words, we have a system of 
morality more wise and complete than human wisdom ever de- 
vised. Now, we ask, whence did Moses get these ten words? 
A man of an unlearned and pastoral race, educated in the 
learned follies of Egypt, whose theology and morals, as they 
are revealed to us by Herodotus and the modern decypherers of 
their monuments, show an impurity and puerility utterly oppo- 
site to the Bible, goes into a waste desert, and after forty years, 
comes forth with this strangely wise and perfect law! Whence 
did he get it? There is but one rational account—that given 
by the Bible—that it was written for him by the finger of God. 
Unless Moses was an inspired man, then he has produced a 
miracle of wisdom more incredible than all the difficulties of 
inspiration. 
Our Catechism, while recognizing the greater gravity of 
some sins‘ than others, by reason of their 
'Y agegravations, teaches us that, “Every sin 
deserveth God’s wrath and curse, both in this 
life and that which is to come.” The exceeding demerit of sin, 
and its desert of eternal and grievous punishment is a doctrine 
which meets with obstinate resistance from sinners. It is urged 
that to make the desert of any sin such is to revive the old 


Its Scope. 


6. Decalogue onl 
from God. 


7. What does eve 
Sin Deserve. 


428 SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


Stoic absurdity, of the equality of all sins; for if the lesser sin 
is punished eternally, and so infinitely, the greater cannot be 
punished more. The answer is, that infinities are by no means 
all equal; as we have shown. 

To clear this awful truth of the desert of sin, from edie 
cavils of unbelief, I would observe, first, that sinful men are in 
a-most unlikely attitude to judge correctly between themselves 
and God, in this matter. They naturally desire to break the 
law. Our emotions always blind the judgment to the objects 
which are opposed to their current. They are condemned by 
the law of God, which fact produces a natural jealousy of it. 
They have their moral judgments brutified by the universal 
habitude and example of sinning, amidst which they live. It 
would be almost a miracle, if there were not, under these cir- 
cumstances, a perversion of the moral judgments here. 

But affirmatively the ill-desert of sin is infinite, because of 
the excellence, universality, and practical 
value of the law broken by it. Because of 
the natural mischievousness of sin to the sinner himself; as was 
illustrated when I spoke of Adam’s first transgression. Because 
of the Majesty and perfections of the Law-giver assailed by 
transgression. Because sin is committed against mercies and 
blessings so great. Because it violates so perfect a title to our 
services, that of creation out of nothing. And last, because it 
is so continually multiplied by transgressions, 

Men deny the demerit and guilt of sin, because they are so 
in the habit of attempting to measure transgression as the civil 
magistrate does, insulated from all its attendants and sequels. 
Does the court, for instance, indict a man for murder? The 
act is considered by itself, and the court does not concern itself 
with antecedent character, or with results, save as they throw 
light on the intention or evidence. . Now men mislead them- 
selves by these examples, as though an omniscient God could, 
or would judge sins against himself in this partial, fragmentary 
way. In denying the gravity of sin against God, they seem to 
have before them some such case as this: Here is one actual sin 
committed by a man, which God is to judge, as expressive of 
no moral state precéxisting in the man; as destined to breed no 
repetitions, as exercising no influence to form a vicious habit in 
the agent’s soul, and as carrying no consequence into his own 
immortal character or those of his fellows. The caviller seems 
to think the question is: Has God declared a single act, thus 
insulated, by itself worthy of eternal penalty? I reply, that 
neither the caviller nor I know anything of that question. For 
in fact, God can never have such a case to judge, because it 
can never arise. Every case which He has to judge is that of 
a sinner, not of a sin: and in weighing any one act, the omnis- 
cient mind will, of course, look at a as it really occurs, with all 
its antecedents, connections, and consequences. Is it an oath? 
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God sees in it, first, a specific breach of the 3d Commandment ; 
then, an expression of pre-existent sentiments of wilfulness, 
irreverence, levity or malice, in the profane man: then thirdly, 
an evil influence on spectators, to be propagated, unless grace 
intervene, forever: fourth, a confirming influence, intensifying 
the wicked temper and habit; and last, a natural tendency 
involving a series of increasing profanities forever. In a word, 
God, as final and omniscient judge, has to judge each sinner as 
a concrete whole, and each transgression as index, part, and 
cause, as well as fruit, of a disease of sin, a deadly, spiritual eat- 
ing cancer, whose tendency is to involve an immense evil, eternal 
death. Thus judged, sin is an infinite evil, and deserves an 
eternal penalty. One reason why God punishes forever is, that 
the culprit sins forever. God’s point of view is, that this ever- 
lasting series of sins is the fruit of the first rebellion, 


LECTURE XXXVI. 
THE COVENANT OF GRACE. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What the Scriptural uses of the terms rm and d:adAnn? What the 
theological uses of the terms, ‘Covenant of - T Redemption,’ ‘Covenant 
of Grace’? See 
Gant. vot Faithveh.7.  ShiCat.;Qai'20. Larger Caty) Qu. 31. ‘Lexicons, 
sub vocibus. Sampson on Heb., ix: 16. Southern Presb. Rev., Jan., 1876. 
Hodge’s Theol., Vol. ii, ch. 2 of pt. ii. Hill’s Div., bk. v, ch. 5, 9 1. Tur- 
rettin, Loc: xii, Qu. 1. Dick. Lect. 48. 
2. Prove the existence of a Covenant of Redemption. How related to the Cov- 
enant of Grace, and the Avafjxar? See 
Turrettin, Loc. xii, Qu. 2. Dick, Lect. 48. Hodge as above. Witsius, bk. 
ily Ch 2, 
3. Who are the original parties to the Covenant of Redemption? Their motives? 
for whom is Christ surety? See same authorities. 
4. What the conditions stipulated between the Parties? Is any condition required 
of the believer? What? Faith? or also repentance? 
Dick, Lect. 48,49. Hodgeas above. Turrettin, Qu. 3 and 2. 
5. What is the date and duration of the Covenant? Explain, then, the terms 
‘““new” and ‘‘old”’ Gn Heb. viii : 8, or xii: 24. 
Turrettin and Dick as above. Hodge, Com. on 1 Cor. xv : 24-28. See, on 
the whole, Witsius, bk. ii, ch. 2, 3. 


(50D having created man upright, and he having sought out 
many-inventions, and thus fallen into sin; our next 

| inquiry must be into the remedy which God's 

Pip bie sehasg love and mercy found for this fall. This 
remedy, in its exhibition, was of course sub- 

sequent to the ruin; but when we consider it in its inception in 
the Divine mind, we must go back into the recesses of a past 
eternity. God ever foreknew all things; and all His works, 
unto the end, are according to His original, eternal plan. Con- 
ceiving of God’s eternal decree then in parts, (the only mode 
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of conception of it competent to our finite minds,) we must 
consider that part of His plan formed from eternity, which was 
implied in that other part of the same plan whereby He pur- 
posed to permit man’s fall and ruin. This remedial part of 
God’s decree is the thing which the more recent Calvinistic 
divines term the CovENANT OF GRACE—e. g., Dick. 

When it is thus considered, as a part of the Decree, we 
are enabled to condense much of the discus- 
sion and proof concerning it, given by the 
theologians; and to say in brief: that being 
such, the Covenant of Grace must of course possess those gen- 
eral properties which we asserted of the Decree; and for the 
same reasons, viz, eternity, immutability, wisdom, freeness, 
absoluteness, graciousness. | 

When we come to the Scriptures, we find a frequent use 
of the words rendered in our English version, ‘ Covenant,’ ‘ Teés- 
tament,’ applied to transactions of God with men, through 
their Surety, Jesus Christ. Before we can proceed farther in 
the connected evolution of the subject, the proper meaning of 


Identical with De- 
cree. 


these terms must be examined ; FB, deadyzn. The former 


of these words, both by its etymology and usage, is shown 
to mean ‘covenant, or ‘agreement;’ being often?used/ 406 
express theologically, God’s covenants with man, and naturally, 
compacts between individuals. There are also cases in which 
it means an arrangement or disposition of matters determined 
on. Exod. xxxiv.:285 Jer. xxxiiii2o/- It mustebememan-em, 
that the word currently used by the Sept. to render this, is 
dcadyxq. This fact would naturally lead us to attribute to it in 
the New Testament, the same meaning of disposition or cove- 
nant. It is admitted that the meaning so often given to it by 
our English version of ‘testament,’ (will,) is the primary ety- 
mological meaning in classic Greek. But there is only one case, 
(Heb. ix: 16,) where that meaning is supportable. Thus, 
when Christ 1s said by the English version to be “a surety of a 
better testament,” (Heb. vii: 22,) there is an obvious incon- 
gruity between the office and the document. Wills do not. 
have sureties. When the same version says, (1 Cor. xi: 25,) 
“This is my blood of the New Testament,” the words, zaevq¢ 
Oa 4245, imply the Old, to which the character of a testament 
is Inappropriate. Butin Heb. ix: 16, 17,the meaning of ‘ Tes- 
tament”’ is to be retained, (against McKnight, Hill and others.) 
For, if their rendering be attempted, making the passage allusive 
to a covenant ratified by an animal sacrifice, three insuperable 
critical difficulties arise, that if dcanxn means covenant, 
dcaéeusvov should mean the “covenanter,” i. e., God the Father, 
(Christ being the ratifying sacrifice.) But the Father did not 
die ; that vexoog cannot be properly used to describe dead ani- 
mals sacrificed: and that the passage would then be made to — 
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assert too much: for it is not universally true, that compacts 
were only of force anciently, after the death of a sacrifice to 
solemnize them. (See Sampson’s Com. zz loco.) Hence we 
assert that the statement of our Confession of Faith is substan- 
tially correct, that the Scripture does set forth the dispensa- 
tion of God’s grace to man under the idea of “a testament ;” 
though perhaps not “often,” as is said there. Their assertion 
refers to the English version. 

The terms are used then,in their general or theological 
sense. Ist, by Theologians, and probably by Scripture, (Hos. 
vi: 7,) for the Covenant of works with Adam. 2nd, for the 
Abrahamic dispensation. 3rd, for the Mosaic dispensation. 
4th, for the new or Christian dispensation. (Not covenants, 
_ but dispensations; for we shall show that there is only one cov- 
enant, besides that of works.) 

If there is any gospel remedy for sin, then there must have 
been, from eternity, such a remedial plan in 
the Divine mind. But the question is, was 
this part of the eternal decree, in any proper 
sense a covenant? Has it properly the form of dn eternal 
compact between persons of the Trinity? This is purely a 
question of Revelation, to be decided not so much by finding 
the words, covenant, compact, agreement, applied to it in Scrip- 
ture, as the substance of the thing asserted. Calvinists hold 
that in the one, eternal decree of the Trinity, which is one in 
essence and attributes, and harmonious in will and thought, 
this remedial purpose (or part of the plan) has from eternity 
held the form of a concert or agreement between the Father 
and the Son, for the redemption of believers. But here we 
must carefully avoid confusing the subject, by giving to this 
immanent transaction of the Trinity all the technical features 
of a “covenant.” Thus some divines have erred, especially of 
the Cocceian school. Obviously, we must not conceive of it, as 
though the one party produced in the other a willingness to do 
what he had not previously purposed, by exhibiting a certain 
reward or compensation, not before exhibited. Nor must we 
conceive that the second party produces, by his fulfilment of 
the conditions, a fixed purpose to bestow the given compensa- 
tion, the purpose to do so having been hitherto uncertain. 
Nor, in a word, that there is any contingency on either hand, 
holding the. purposes of either party suspended in doubt on 
the promisings or doings of the other party. But it has always 
been certain from eternity, that the conditions would be per- 
formed ; and the consequent reward would be bestowed, 
because there has always been an ineffable and perfect accord 
in the persons of the Trinity, on those points: an accord pos- 
sessing all the absoluteness of the other parts of the decree. 
Our limited understandings, of course, cannot fully understand 
the actings of the divine, triune spirit; seeing its constitution 


2. In what respects 
a Covenant ? 
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is inscrutable to us. This is perhaps as near as we, can come 
to the conception designed to be given us. 

The Scriptural proof of such an immanent, eternal trans- 

Scriptural Proofs of action between the Father and Son, is the 
a Covenant of Re- following: First. Inferentially, Eternal life 
Son: was not only purposed to be bestowed,-but, 
“ promised, before the world began”—Tit.i: 2. To whom? 
for man did not yet exist? To Christ, for believers. Compare 
Eph.i:4. Again: Christ is clearly implied to bear a federal 
relationship: as in 4 Cor xv ? 22,47, 45 pRomi vV 7174 ones 
first federal head entered into covenant on our behalf; we infer 
that our second has; He would else not fulfill the idea of a fed- 
eral person at all. Again: Christ is expressly called the Surety 
of a dcadyxn. Heb. vii; 22. But a surety is one who volun- 
tarily enters under the obligations of a compact on behalf of 
another. Many other passages would ground a similar infer- 
ence; the student has now had sufficient examples how to use 
them. Note all conditional promises: To believers, to Christ. 
These are of nature of covenants. 

Second. Many express passages describe (not always in 
the use of word covenant e¢ szmzlia, but in substance) such an 
eternal agreement, See Is. xl: 6, xlix : 8+; "Malki aefespes 
cially Ps. xl: 7, 8, as quoted by Heb,x;5. This covenant of 
Christ is unfolded by other Scriptures under the specific heads 
of His three offices—e. g., Prophetic. Is. lxi: 1, 2. Priestly. 
Isaiah, liniiz:10,/11;. Ps.cx: 45 .Johnypx 2 7)418 8 Ki 
162 °7,°8,.0x1,6 5 Luke, «xsi: 29,) &e: « Zéehvnvis’ 13 eee 
somewhat fancifully argues also, that Christ’s partaking of the 
Sacraments of the Old Testament could only have been to seal 
His covenant of redemption with His Father. 

2. I hold that this subject cannot be treated intelligibly 
without distinguishing the covenant existing from eternity 
between the Father and Son, from that Gospel promise of sal- 
vation on terms of true faith offered to sinners through Christ. 
Many of our divines have agreed to retain this distinction, and 
to name the former covenant, for convenience’ sake, the ‘‘ Cov- 
enant of Redemption,” while they call the Gospel promise to 
believers, “ Covenant of Grace.’”’ To these I heartily accede. 
The Covenant of Redemption between the Father and Son, I 
hold to be the real covenant: transaction, being a free and 
optional compact between two equals, containing a stipulation 
which turns on a proper, causative condition, and bearing ‘no 
relation to time, as it includes no mutable contingency or con- 
dition dependent on the uncertain will of creatures. The Cov- 
enant of Grace (so called) is a dispensation of promise to man, 
arising out of and dependent on the Covenant of Redemption. 
Dr. John Dick seems to use the phrase Covenant of Grace, in a 
sense comprehensive of both transactions, and to assert that 
there is no use for the distinction. Turrettin, Witsius, and our 
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Confession employ the same phrase in the sense of the Gospel 
promise to believing sinners, made through Christ as surety. 
See Confession ch. vii: § 3; Shorter Catechism qu. 20. It is 
true that the Larger Catechism, qn. 31, verges nearer to the dis- 
tinction and the recognition of a prior Covenant of Redemp- 
tion with Christ saying: “This Covenant of Grace was made 
with Christ as the second Adam, and in Him, &c.” 

Now, I repeat, the distinction which Dick repudiates, and 
which so many others obscure, is essential. It is true that the 
covenant with believing men is the consequence and sequel of 
that eternally made with Christ; and that the promises published 
in the former are the fruit of Christ’s action in fulfilling the 
latter. In that sense the transactions are intimately connected. 
But the value and necessity of the distinction are easily 
evinced, against Dr. Dick, by such questions as these: Is 
Christ a party to the Covenant of Grace? Oris man the party 
of the second part? Here Dr. Dick must be fatally embar- 
rassed. Inthe Covenant of Grace with man, Christ is not party, 
but surety— True: But unless there is some party to the 
transaction less mutable, feeble and guilty than believing sin- 
ners, man’s prospect of deliverance is gloomy indeed! Yet it 
seems inconsistent to make the same Person both principal 
party and surety in the same transaction! I can give the solu- 
tion, which Dick could not: In the eternal Covenant of 
Redemption Christ is principal party: in the Covenant of 
Grace, He is surety. Again: Is the Covenant conditioned or 
unconditioned? Here also, Dick is fatally entangled. Will he 
say it is conditioned, and thus ascribe to the sinner’s faith an 
efficient merit ? Or will he say it is unconditioned: and thus 
defraud us of hope with an unbought redemption? I can 
answer: The Covenant of Redemption was conditioned, on 
Christ’s meritorious woik. The Covenant of Grace is uncon- 
ditioned: its benefits are offered to believers without price. 

To my view Turrettin has given his virtual support, 
though in a rather inconsistent fashion. After beginning with 
the one definition, of a Covenant of Grace, eternal and yet 
made with man in a surety, in Qu. ii § 12, he raises the question 
whether this Covenant of Grace was made by the Father with 
Christ as the other contracting party (for man’s benefit); or 
whether it is made with the body of believers as the second 
party, in Christ as a “ Pars Media.” His answer is, that “the 
debate is superfluous: because the thing comes to the same.” 
But he adds, just after; “ Certum est duplex hic pactum neces- 
sario attendendum esse vel unins egusdemque pactt duas partes et 
gradus. Prius pactum est quod inter Patrem et Filium tnter- 
cedit ad opus redemptionis exequendum.  Posterius est, quod 
Deus cum electis in Christo contrahit. Witsius is more 
lucid, and so more consistent. After stating that God’s Cove- 
nant of Grace with man is the remedy for the broken Covenant 

28% 
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of Works, he. pauses, and begins his 2nd chapter. ‘ De pacte 
Det Patris et Felit.” 

Ut Federis Gratie natura penitius perspecta sit, duo tm- 
primis distincte consideranda sunt. I. Pactum, quod inter Deum 
Patrem et Mediatorem Christum intercedit. Il. Testamentaria 
illa Dispositio qua Deus salutem e@ternam elects, et omnia eo 
pertinentia immutabili federe addicit. [rior Conventio Det 
cum Mediatore est. Posterior Det cum Electis. Haec tllam 
supponit, et in tlla fundatur.” 

The original parties to the Covenant of Redemption are 

ee .. ‘the Father. and the Son. «It is?plausimbly 
toon Oe urged by Dick, that in this transaction, the 
Father acted not only tor Himself, as one 
person of the Trinity, but for the whole Godhead, as represen- 
tative of the offended majesty of the three persons equally. 
His reason is, that all the persons being similar in attributes and 
dignity, must be conceived of as all alike offended by man’s 
sin and guilt; and alike demanding the reconciling. interven- 
tion of a Daysman; the Holy Ghost as much as the Father. 
It must bé confessed that Dick cannot present. any scriptural, 
direct proof of this view; but itseems reasonable. The Father 
on the one part, then, acts as the representative of the God- 
head; Christ as the representative of the elect. The question 
is raised by Dick: Is Christ surety for man to God only, or for 
God also to believers ? He answers, not'for God to believers ; 
because this is derogatory to God, as implying that His fidelity 
and mercy need or admit of any higher warrant than His own 
word, (But see Turretin, Loc. cit. § 16.) Does not God make 
known His fidelity as a promiser of pardon and life, and His 
mercy, precisely through this surety, as the prophet of the 
Covenant? Would man be any otherwise warranted to hope 
for any mercy? Further, the fact that God’s goodness to us 
needs and admits of any certifying by a surety, results from 
nothing discreditable to God, but from something discreditable 
to us—our guilty mistrust. That God, who deserves to be 
trusted on. His mere word, should condescend to give us 
warranty of His fidelity in the messsage, death and sacraments 
of His Son; this is His amazing grace and goodness. (See I 
Tim.i: 16.) And are not the sacraments seals? Does not 
Christ in them act as surety for God to us? 

To the question whether believers are also parties in the 
Covenant of Grace, no better answer can be given than that of 
Turrettin,§ 12. In the eternal sense of the Covenant, they 
were not parties; in the sense of its exhibitions in time, they 
are parties; i. e., in their surety. 

The Covenant of Redemption being, as regards the Father 

The Covenant Eter. 2G the Son, but a part of the single Decree, 
wa must be as eternal as that Decree. It began 
in the counsels of a past eternity : and in 
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one sense, its administration will extend (if not in the media- 
torial offices of the Surety, at least in the communications of 
grace,) to a future eternity. In proof of its eternity, see Heb. 
xili: 20; I Pet.i: 20. Hence the Covenant can only be one; 
and therefore it can only be spoken of as “ first,’”’ “second” 
(ere deb. vii °7,) or Sold)” “new,” (as Heb. viii s8';) xii: 24,) 
ne ‘reference to its forms of manifestation. 

Having considered the Godhead (represented in the Father,) 

Motives of God to #24 Christ, as the original parties to this 
the Covenant. The covenant, the question naturally arises: 
Father not persuaded What motive prompted them to this dispen- 
UEP RP RU IRIE sation of amazing love and mercy? The 
only consistent answer is: their own will, moved by their own 
intrinsic benevolence, compassion and other attributes. To 
this agree all the passages of Scripture which describe God’s 
electing love as free and unprocured by anything in man; 
(Rom. ix : II, 16,) because our election is but the embracing of 
us in the Covenant of Grace. Eph.i:4. This is equally sub- 
stantiated by the argument that God could not be moved by 
foreseen good in us, to embrace us in this covenant; because 
the only foreseen good in us was that which was to result from 
the administration of the grace of that very covenant. It can- 
not be said that man’s misery was more than the occasion of 
God’s purpose in forming this Covenant of Grace; for if we 
supposed it the procuring, or efficient cause, the misery of 
-non-elect men and angels ought equally to have procured a 
Covenant of Grace towards them also. 

Some have misrepresented the truth hereupon by teaching 
that Christ’s undertaking to satisfy the law in man’s stead is the 
procuring cause of God’s purpose of mercy towards-man. The 
error of this view is evident from this consideration, that, then, 
Christ would be originally more benevolent and merciful than 
the Father. But they are equal and harmonious originally, in 
this, as in all other excellencies. The true statement is, that 
Christ's promise of a vicarious righteousness was necessary to 
enable the Father’s purpose of mercy to be effectuated consis- 
tently with other attributes—that purpose being precisely as 
original and uncaused in the Father as in the Son. 

Dick (Lec. 49,) has very happily simplified the question, 

i. Concnenmemionzet “What were the conditions bargained by 
by Christ—just what the Son to the Godhead, on behalf of His 
man owed, Ist. Obedi- people?’ by considering Him as placed pre- ° 
i cisely in His people’s room and stead. He 
bargained to do precisely what they should have done, to supply 
precisely “their lack of service.” . The intrinsic righteousness of 
the rules imposed on man in the Covenant of Works, as being 
precisely what they ought to have been; and the immutability 
of God’s nature, show that whoever came forward to be their 
surety, must expect to have to undertake precisely what was 
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incumbent on them in that covenant. The first part of this 
obligation was to a life of perfect obedience. This life Christ 
rendered, (See, e. g., Matt. xvii: 5). A class of theologians 
has rejected the idea that Christ’s active obedience was vicari- 
ous, and is imputed to His people. While this question will 
come up more naturally when we discuss the subjects of Satis- 
faction and Justification, we may briefly remark of it now, that 
the consideration above offered is obviously in favour of the 
Calvinistic view. Besides; when the Messah is represented as 
saying, “A body hast thou prepared me,” &c., (Ps. xl: 6, 8, 
quoted; Heb. x: 5, 10,) it is surely a very contracted and per- 
verse interpretation, to suppose that He was clothed with 
humanity only with reference to one and the last act of His 
humanity ; and that the general phrase, “I come to do Thy 
will,” is to be understood only of the single act of offering His 
flesh, (See also Gal. iv: 4 and 5). 

But man, while still bound to perpetual obedience, has 
already come under penalty, by failing to 
render it. Hence, our Surety bargained to 
bear that penalty in His people’s stead. This cannot be more 
clearly stated than in the language of Is. lit: 5,6; 2 Cor.v: 
21. Some have supposed that there is an incompatibility 
between the first and second condition: that if the penalty for 
a neglected obedience is paid, law has no longer any claim for 
that obedience. This represents the relation between the law 
and penalty, erroneously. God does not accept the penalty as 
an equivalent for obedience, in the sense that either the one or 
the other satisfies the demands of the Law and of His nature, 
alike well. His relation to His rational creatures demands of 
them, by an inevitable and perpetual demand, perfect obedi- 
ence: and if that fails, penalty also. But waiving this, does 
not the believer (having paid for his past delinquency by his 
surety,) owe a perpetual and perfect obedience for the future ? 
And can he render it in the flesh? Hence his surety must 
render it for him, as well as pay the penalty. 

In the third ‘place, we may say scripturally, that Christ bar- 
gained, among all other compliances with His 
Father’s will, to do as Mediator, all those 
things pertaining to His prophetic and kingly 
offices, necessary on His part, to the salvation of the elect. He 
undertook their instruction, guidance, protection and conquest 
to Himself. Weigh John xvii: 12-14, for instance, where our 
Saviour speaks of His agency in instructing and guiding His 
disciples as of a fulfilled compact. (See also, Ps. xxii: 22). 

Passing now to the other side of the compact, we may say 

7 that the Godhead, represented in the Father, 

bee Beane Bieteet engaged on His side, to the Son, to clothe 
Him with humanity for the fulfilment of His 

task, (Ps. xl : 6,) and to endue Christ plenteously with gifts and 


2nd. Penalty. 


3d. The Offices of 
Mediator. 
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graces therefor, (Is. xlix: 2; Ixi: 1, 2,) to uphold Him under 
His heavy task, (Is. xlii : 1-7,) to give Him an elect seed as th? 
sure reward of His labours, (Is. xlix : 6; lili : 10,) and to bestow 
His royal exaltation, with all its features of glory. (Ps. ii: 6: 
Phil. ii: 9, 10). As there is a secondary sense, in which Gua, 
in unfolding His eternal Covenant of Grace, bargains with man, 
so there is a sense in which there are terms proposed between 
God and believers also. It may be remarked in general, that 
there is a sense in which a part of the benefits promised to 
Christ are promised through Him also to His people; and 
part of the blessings covenanted to them, are honours ane 
rewards to Him. Thus His mediatorial graces are their gain. 
and their redemption is His glory. Hence, this division between 
benefits covenanted to His people, and those covenanted to 
Christ, cannot be sharply carried out. 
When we consider the covenant as between God and 
believers, however, it is evident that there 
4. Instrumental Con- . 
dition Required of Men. 2%€ terms bargained between them. These 
may be found briefly expressed in the words 
so often repeated, and obviously intended to be so significant 
Inf schiptures ssGenve vil: 7G jer. xxkic 39h; Reve xed 
will be their God, and they shall be My people.” In this cove- 
nant God briefly bargains, on His part, to be reconciled to be- 
lievers, and to communicate Himself to them as their guide, 
light, consolation, and chief good. They, on their part, are 
held bound to the correlative reconciliation, grounding their 
weapons of rebellion and exercising the spirit of adoption, to a 
life of self-consecration and obedience, to separation from the 
world of His enemies, and conformity of heart and life to God’s 
will. It is true, that the transaction of Gen. 17th is rather 
ecclesiastical than spiritual; but the spiritual is always included 
and represented in the outward. 

The full and blessed significance of this formula will not 
be apprehended, unless we consider that it is not used in Scrip- 
ture once, but as often as the covenant of grace proposed or 
renewed. Compare not ony. Geagmvitanz) Sueiixodi xx? 
BNE KIS 46, 12 ; Weutieavise2, 3, 6 a [er eI eR BSS 

33 ; Bizek. x1.220 ; Zech xiti: 9. And in the New Testament. 
2 Cor. vi: LO? Heb. 8, 10, and Rev. xxi: 3. We thus see from 
this emphatic ‘repetition, that these words are the summary o7 
all the blessings and duties arising out of the gospel relation 
They are common to both dispensations. They re-appear as 2 
grand “ refrain,’ whenever the prophets sing most triumphantly 
the blessings of the covenant: until we hear them for the las’ 
time as the song of the ransomed and glorified Church. This 
relation thus expressed is to be understood then; not as th: 
general one of Creator and creature, sovereign proprietor an“ 
servant ; but as the special and gracious relation established ir 
the Mediator by the Gospel. In it God promises to be tx 
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believers all that is implied in their redemption and eternal 
adoption; while the believer is held bound to all that is im- 
plied in faith and repentance. 

The question then arises, whether all the graces and duties 
of the Christian life may be accounted as 
conditions of the Covenant of Grace. If so, 
is it not reduced again to another Covenant 
of Works? The answer is, that it is only in a very slight, and 
improper sense, the Christian’s holy life can be called a con- 
dition of his share in grace—only as in the order of sequence 
it is true that a holy life on earth must precede a complete re- 
demption in heaven. So far is it from being true that this holy 
life is in any sense a meritorious condition of receiving grace, 
or a procuring cause; it is itself the fruit and result of grace. 
But when we examine more minutely the account of that gra- 
cious transaction in the Scriptures shadowed forth in the eccle- 
siastical transaction of Gen. 17th, and stated first more simply 
in Gen. 15th, we find that Abraham’s faith only was imputed to 
him for righteousness. Gen. xv:6; Rom. iv: 9, 10, &c. This 
effectually explains the matter. The argument in favour of the 
position we have assumed, is sufficiently strengthened by add- 
ing that all graces and holy living are everywhere spoken of by 
God, and sought by Bible saints in prayer, as God’s gifts 
bestowed as the fruit of the Covenant of Grace. Citations are 
needless. 

The question has been keenly agitated between Calvinists, 

i phe ee whether Faith itself should be spoken of as 
erly called a condition, @ COndition of the covenant. One party has 
denied it, because they supposed that the 

language which represented man as .performing a condition of 
his own salvation would make an inlet for human merit. But it 
is most manifest that there is a sense in which Faith is the con- 
dition, in all such passages as John iii: 16; Acts viii: 37 ; John 
xi: 26; Mark xvi: 16. No human wit can evade the fact, that 
here God proposes to man a something for him to do, which, if 
done, will secure redemption; if neglected, will ensure damna- 
tion—and that something is in one sense a condition. But 
of what kind? Paul everywhere contrasts the condition of 
works, and the condition of faith. This contrast will be suf- 
ficiently established, and all danger of human merits being 
intruded will be obviated, if it be observed that Faith is only 
the appointed instrument for receiving free grace purchased by 
our Surety. It owes its organic virtue as such, to God’s mere 
appointment, not to the virtue of its own nature. In the Cove- 
nant of Works, the fulfilment of the condition on man’s part 
earned the result, justification by its proper moral merit. Inthe 
Covenant of Grace, the condition has no moral merit to earn 
the promised grace, being merely an act of receptivity. In the 
Covenant of Works, man was required to fulfil the condition in 
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his own strength. Inthe Covenant of Grace, strength is given 
to him to believe, from God. 
The question now remains, whether, in this instrumental 
Gt sense, any thing else besides faith is a condi- 
ie brace Condilon.- tion: of tue, Covenant of Grace, (See, Cat. 
vaslons. ° . 

Ques. 33). “ Received by faith alone.” There 
are two evasions: one, that which makes Repentance a condi- 
tion along with faith, Luke xiii: 3; Acts i: 38,&c. Contrast 
with Jno. iii : 16-18 ; Acts xvi: 30, 31. The other is the one 
common to Papists, (mer tum congruum of fides formata,) some 
classes of New England Divines (justification by faith appre- 
hended as the generative principle of holiness, and inclusive 
thereof,) and the Campbellites, ( justification by the ‘“ obedience 
of faith,’ viz: immersion). Here is a subtile inlet for works. 
These perversions have all this common mark, that they desert 
the scriptural doctrine, which makes faith the instrument of 
justification solely through its receptive agency, and they claim 
for faith a purchasing power, or merit of the result. Recurring 
to the former evasion, which makes repentance a co-condition 
of the covenant, along with faith, we shall do no more in this 
place than refer the student to the discriminating statements of 
Turrettin. Ques. 3, §15, 16, 17. When we come to justifi- 
cation, we shall resume :it. 


LECTURE XXXVIL 
CONENANT OF GRACE. 


YLUABUS. 


1. Has God ever **7 more than one covenant with man since the fall? What 
the opinion of the Sor:-*:ns hereon? Of Anabaptists? Of Remonstrants? 
Turrettin, Loc. xn, Qu. 5, 3 1-4, for statements, and 5 to end for Arguments. 
Racovian Caterlism. Witsius, bk. iii, ch. 1, 2. Hodge’s Theol., pt. iii, ch. 
2,36. 
Zs sae how many Dispensatior.s has the Covenant been administered? And 
why so many? 
Turrettin, Qu. 7. Witsius, bk. iii, Qu. 3. Ridgeley, Qu. 30, 33. Hodge as 
above, 
3. How ae of the Covenant was revealed to the Antediluvians? A Mediator? . 
Sacrificial Types? Prove tnat Gen. ili: 15 is a Protevangel. 
Turrettin, Qu. 7. 2 t1-17-. Heb. x1 24. 1 Witsius, bk 1vjich.43, 024) Digs 
Lect. 50. Knapp, 2 89-91. Ridgeley, Qu. 30, 33. Discourses of Redemp- 
tion, Dr. S. Robinson. 
4. What additional -ev-iations from Abraham to Moses? Prove that Abraham’s 
was also a Covenant of Grace. Does the Pentateuch reveal a promise of Eternal Life? 
Turrettin, Qu. 7, 3 18 to end. Calvin’s Inst., bk. il, ch. 10. Warburton’s 
Divine Legation of Moses. Knanp and Ridgeley as above. 


[N4SMUCH as the plan of our Seminary directs the teacher 
of Systematic Theology to give special prominence to the 
successive developments of revealed truth, 
found as we proceed, from the Patriarchal to 
the Mosaic, and thence to the Christian 
ages, we devote other exercises to the subject above announced. — 
In discussing it briefly, the order of topics indicated in the 
syllabus of questions will be p-irsued. 
Has God ever had more than one Covenant of Grace with 
The Covenant one men since.the fall? -And is thevesvenant 
in allages. Opposing made with the Patriarchs and with Israel 
Mr substantially the same spiritual covenant with 
that of the New Testament? The Socinians and Anabaptists 
give a negative answer to this question, relying on the passages 
of Scripture represented by Jno. i: 17. They say that the 
covenant with Abraham and Israel was only national and tem- 
poral; that it promised only material good; that those of the 
Old Testament who were saved, were saved without a revealed 
promise, in virtue of that common natural religion, known, as 
they suppose, to good Pagans alike; by which men are taught 
to hope in the mercy and benevolence of a universal Father. 
To these views the European Arminians partly assented, teach- 
ing that the Gospel through the mediator is only involved im- 
plicitly and generally nu: the O'!d Testament, and that no special 
promise through a Chiist is there, 
The motive of th. Sccinians is twe fold; that they may 
440 
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Motive of the Socini- €SCape this insuperable difficulty; if Christ's 
ans. Of the Anabap- redeeming work (in the New Testament) is 
ab only what they teach, that of a prophet and 
exemplar, and not vicarious, there is no sense in which He can 
have redeemed Old Testament saints, and 2nd, that by making 
the difference of light and grace between the Old Testament and 
the New, as wide as possible, they may plausibly represent Christ 
as having something to do in the New Testament, dignum vindice 
nodum, without any atoning work. The Anabaptists, whose 
Socinian affinities were originally strong, take the same view of 
the Old Testament, in order to get rid of the doctrine that a 
gospel Church, substantially identical with that of the New 
Testament, existed in the Old Testament with its infant church 
members. 

This discussion will be found to have an equal importance, 
when we come to the Popish theory of sacramental grace. 
Rome claims for her sacraments under the New Testament an 
opus opervatum power. She does not claim it for the sacraments 
of the Old Testament: for the reason that the Apostle Paul, 
among other inspired men, expressly contradicts it, as Rom. i: 
25-29, and 1 Cor. x: 1-5. Now, if we identify the substance 
of the Covenant of Grace under both Testaments, we found at 
least a very strong probable argument for concluding that the 
sacraments of the two Testaments were means of grace of the 
same kind. Then all the explicit denials of efficiency ex opere 
operato uttered in Scripture as to the Old Testament sacra- 
ments, become conclusive as to the sacraments of the Christian 
Church. 

As to the unity of the Covenant, we have already argued 

this a priort, from its eternity. We may 
Dea: Hein pursue this argument thus: If man’s fall laid 

him necessarily obnoxious to certain immu- 
table attributes of God, if man’s sin necessarily and everywhere 
raises a certain definite difficulty between him and redemption 
in consequence of those inevitable attributes of God, we may 
fairly conclude, that whatever plan (if there can be any) is 
adopted by God to reconcile a sinner, that same plan substan- 
tially must be adopted to reconcile all other sinners of Adam's 
race, everywhere and always. To the Socinian indeed, this a 
priovt consideration carries no weight; because he does not 
believe in God’s essential, retributive justice, &c. Let us then 
see from the more sure word of Scripture, whether the covenant 
of grace set forth in the Old Testament is not substantially 
identical with that in the New, in the things promised, the 
parties, the conditions, and the mediator; while a difference of 
clearness and mode is admitted. } 

Unity of the Cove- This Scriptural argument cannot be 
nant argued Scriptu- better collected than under the heads given 
imlly by Turrettin, (Ques. v, § 7-23). 
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The identity of the Covenant is substantially asserted in 
general terms—e. g., in Lukei : 68-73; Auts 
ii: 16, with vs 38, 39; iii: 25; John viii: 46; 
Rom.,iv:: 16.3 (Gal, 1128, 16, 175 vespeetanly 
the last. Remark here, that the very words in which the Cove- 
‘nant was formed with the seed of Abraham, Gen. xvii: 7; and 
which are so formally repeated in subsequent parts of the Old 
Testament are the very terms of the compact in the new dis- 
pensation, repeated as such with emphasis. See Jer. xxxi: 
aaeercdravi SOY ews xem, 598, 
The. Mediator is the same... 1. Timyiis5,.6 ;- Gali airrae; 
Maly iit 2:1 5 Acts) iv sd24xs-43 4x50 Selene: 
ey ee a Luke )XXivr 27,50 1 Pete 1.0s12.. eee 
25 3 Heb. ix%2-15);" with many ipaeesees 
already cited. We need not depend on such passages as [Ieb. 
xiii: 8; Rev. xiii: 8; for although their application to prove 
the mediatorial office of Christ under the Old Testament is 
probably just, plausible evasions exist. 
The condition assigned to man is the same in both—e. g., 
; . faith.. And it is useless for the Socinians, 
eis) Be ae aC Dat, Teno say, that the faith of the Old Testa- 
ment was not the specific faith in the Son, 
the Messiah, set forth in the New, but only a general trust in 
God as the Universal Father. For their assertion is not true; 
and if true, it would still remain, that the faith of the Old Tes- 
tament and that of the New, include the same substantial fea- 
tures. Look at the fact that Heb. xi goes for its illustrations of 
faitn, (surely it was inculcating the Christian faith,) exclusively 
to the Old: Testament! See, also, Gen. xv: 6, with Romiv’: 
3: Ps. ii: 12. (Is not this specifically faith in the Son?) Acts 
Ka 43 5 Ws. | SeXM PaO rer passzg, 

In the fourth place, it may be asserted that to this faith of 
the Old Testament saints, redemption in the 
true New Testament sense was held forth, 
with all its several parts; of justification, Ps. xxxii; Is.i: 18; 
Regeneration, Deut. xxx: 6; Ps. li: 10: Spiritual gifts— 
passim—e. g., Joel ii : 28, 32, as expounded by Peter, Acts ii: 
Isaiah xl : 31 ; eternal life: (as we shall more fully argue under 
a subsequent head, now only noticing,) Heb. iv: 9g, x1: 10; 
Exod. ili: 6, as expounded by Christ; Matt. xxii: 31, 32, and 
this eternal life, including even the resurrection of the body. 
PS.ixvii. 10, 11, applied, in> Actscxiiansd« Job xix i 2c4uam 
xii: 1, 2. In view of this array of proofs, how weak appears 
the idea, that nothing more than the Land of Canaan and its 
material joys was proposed to Israel’s faith? But of this more 
anon. 

An argument for our proposition may be constructed out 
of all those types under the old dispensation, 
which can be proved to have had_an evan- 


(a) From direct testi- 
mony. 


(d) Fromits promise. 


(e.) From the Types. 
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gelical meaning. The promised land itself, the deliverance 
from Egypt, with its significant incidents ; circumcision and the 
passover, (‘seals of the righteousness of faith,’”’) with the whole 
tabernacle ritual, are proved by several parts of the New Tes- 
tament to have had this evangelical meaning. The argument 
is too wide to be briefly stated; but every intelligent Bible 
reader is familiar with its materials. In its very wideness is its 
strength. As one specimen of it, take the Epistle of Hebrews 
itself. The Apostle, in interpeting the Levitical ritual, there 
shows that all prefigured the gospel, and the New Testament, 
Messiah and redemption. During the Old Testament times, 
therefore, it was but a dispensation of this same Covenant of 
Grace. 

* And in general, all the gospel features sown so thickly 
over the Old Testament, especially over the books of Psalms 
and Isaiah, prove our point, 7 

(iesuch passages; as Rom. :xvi ; 25';;Gal. iv: 24; \1. Pet. 
i: 12, &c., we are well aware. We shall show their com- 
patibility with the proposition above demonstrated, when we 
come to unfold the resemblances and differences of the two dis- 
pensations. 

We conceive the familiar and established division to be 

Two Dispensations Correct, which makes two dispensations only, 
only. Objection an- the Old Testament and the New. There 
the tee seems no adaquate reason for regarding the 
patriarchal age, from Adam to Moses, as essentially a different 
dispensation from that of Moses. Certainly that representation 
is incorrect which makes the former a free and gracious dispen- 
sation, while the latter only was burdened with the condemning 
weight of the moral and ritual law. For the moral law as to 
its substance, was already in force from Adam to Moses. 
Sacrifices already smoked on altars, and the knife descended. in 
symbol of wrath, on innocent victims. And gracious promises 
on the other hand, are, at least, as thickly strown over the 
Scriptures of the Mosaic period, as of the patriarchal. We 
hardly need cite cases. There are passages, such as Gal. 
lii: 17 to 19th ; Deut. v: 2, 3, which speak of a ritual burden, 
and law which could minister only condemnation, as superadded 
at the Mosaic era. But we shall find that the elements of a 
moral law impossible for the depraved to fulfil, and of a ritual 
which typified only wrath to him who persisted in ignoring the 
Mediator and the Covenant of Grace, were also present in the 
patriarchal religion. The history of Cain too clearly estab- 
lishes these traits of the patriarchal age. These elements were 
only re-affrmed by Moses. If it be said that they were then 
brought forward with far greater prominence and distinctness, 
J answer, so were the gospel elements brought forward, to true 
believers, at the same time, with increased distinctness. When 
the Apostles bring out so prominently this condemning burden 
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of the Mosaic law, they are dealing, tor the time, with only one 
side of the subject. “Because, they are dealing with Jews who 
persisted in looking for justification to this law, which apart from 
Christ, is only a ministry of condemnation; who persisted in 
stickling for Moses, Moses, as their authority for their self- 
righteous perversions of the law and gospel. In dealing with 
this subject, theologians perpetually forget how necessarily the 
Apostles had to use the argumentum ad hominem against these 
Jews. That the patriarchial and Mosaic form properly but one 
dispensation appears from this. Both exhibit the great, preva- 
lent characteristic of types: both were prefigurative instead of 
being, like the New Testament, commemorative ; both had sac- 
rifice, circumcision, priests. The difference between them is 
only one of degree, and not of contrast. But when we come 
to the New Testament, there is a real contrast. Human priests, 
sacrifices and circumcision end. Types give place to antitypes; 
prefiguring to commemorative ordinances. 

To the question why God has administered the Covenant 

Why two Dispensa- Of Grace under two different dispensations, 
tions of the same Cov- no complete answer can be rendered, except 
eas that of Matt. xi: 26. The true difficulty of 
the question lies chiefly back, in this prior question : Why did 
God see fit to postpone the incarnation of the mediator so long 
after the fall? For, supposing this question settled, we can see 
some reasons why, if the effectuating of the terms of the Cove- 
nant of Grace, was to be postponed thus, its declarations to 
man must be by a different dispensation before and after the 
surety came. Before, all was prospective. Every promise 
must, in the nature of things, be a prediction also; and predic- 
tion, prior to its fulfilment, must needs be, to finite minds, 
less plain than experience and history after the occurrence. 
Every symbolical ordinance (both dispensations for good rea- 
sons have such) must needs be a type; foreshadowing. After- 
wards it is a commemoration, looking backward. May it not 
be, that the greater variety and number of the symbolical ordi- 
nances under the Old Testament were due to the very fact that 
they must needs be less distinct? God sought to make up in 
number what was lacking in distinctness. But to the question: 
why the mission of Christ was postponed nearly 4000 years, 
there is no adequate answer. The circumstances which made .- 
that era “the fullness of time” have been pointed out by the 
Church Historians. But the relations of influence and causa- 
tion in human affairs are too intricate and numerous for man to 
speculate here. 

The causes assigned by Turrettin(Que. 7, § 2-6) do indeed 
indicate the existence of an analogy with God’s other working 
herein. God performs all His grand results by gradations. 
Childhood and pupilage go before manhood and independence. 
So majestic a luminary as the Sun of Righteousness may be 
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expected to rise gradually, and send His twilight before Him! 
True; but these are only palliations, not answers to the diffi- 
culty. 

To appreciate correctly the arnount of Gospel light pos- 

Sea ee sessed in the patriarchal, and even in the 
preachéd to oes Mosaic ages, we must bearin mind a thing 
often overlooked, that the human race had 
just enjoyed, in Adam, personal communication with God, in 
fullest theophanies, which Adam, by the faculties of his perfect 
manhood, and other patriarchs, through their longevity, were 
admirably qualified to transmit well. Adam was cotemporary with 
Methuselah 243 years, Methuselah with Noah 600 years (dying 
the year of the flood) and Noah with Abram 58 years. Thus 
Abraham received the revelations of paradise through only two 
transmissions! We must not suppose that this traditionary 
knowledge of God was scanty, because the hints of it given in 
earlier revelations are scanty; for the purposes of the revela- 
tion to us through Moses did not require that God should give 
us full information as to the religious knowledge of the Ante- 
diluvians. The Bible is always a practical book, and does not 
wander from its aim: it concedes nothing to a merely useless 
curiosity. Now, the object of God in giving to the Church of 
later ages this brief history of primeval man was to furnish us 
only with the great facts, which are necessary to enable us 
understandingly to connect the Covenants of Works and Grace, 
and to construe the spiritual history of our race. We have 
seen how briefly and sufficiently the book of Genesis gave us 
the cardinal facts of man’s creation in holiness, his home in par- 
adise, his Sabbath, the institution of his family, the unity of the 
race, the federal constitution by which God has been pleased 
from the first to deal with it, the Covenant of Works, its breach, 
and the far-reaching consequences. So, God next gives us the 
main facts concerning the changes in His religion, which were 
necessary to adapt it, as a religion for sinners. These main 
features are all that were needed for God’s purposes: and they 
contain the whole substance of the Covenant of Grace. 

Man’s theological relation is founded primarily on the 
nature of God and His creature; and is essentially permanent. 
Hence, the theistic worship of paradise, with the Sabbath rest, 
its necessary means, remained as before. So, the constitution 
of human society, under a family government founded in mon- 
ogamy, remained unchanged, with the whole code of ‘ethical 
duty. But man’s sin and depravity had changed his attitude 
towards God in vital respects. Duty having been violated, the 
new and hitherto inoperative obligation of repentance has 
emerged. God teaches man this great doctrine of the religion 
of sinners, by converting his life from one of ease and bliss, to 
one of sorrow and discipline. His home is changed from a 
paradise to a penitentiary. Again; guilt having been con- 
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tracted, there emerges, out of the moral attributes of God,a 
necessity of satisfaction for it, in order to the pardon of the 
sinner. This, the central truth of the religion of sinners, which 
points also to the central promise of the covenant of grace, 
had unhappily become the very truth, to which man, by reason 
of his corruption, would be most obtuse. His selfish depravity 
would incline him ever to forget the right of God’s attributes in 
the question of a reconciliation; and his selfish fears would 
prompt him to crave impunity, instead of righteous justification. 
Hence, in the wisdom of God, the most notable and impressive 
addition made by Him to the cultus, was the one which was 
devised to teach the great doctrine of the necessity of propitia- 
tion, and to hold out its promise. This, indeed, is the only 
ritual fact which needed recording. God appointed bloody sac- 
rifice, and required it-to be the perpetual attendant of the wor- 
ship of sinners. Thus He taught them, in the most impressive 
possible way, at once the great need, and the great promise of 
the Covenant of Grace! 

That bloody animal sacrifice was of divine appointment at 
this time, we argue, first, presumptively from the fact that 
natural reason would not have suggested it, as a suitable offer- 
ing to God. The doctrine of substitution, however honourable 
to God when revealed, is not, and cannot be, a deduction of the 
natural reason. Whether the Sovereign Creditor will be pleased 
to accept a substitutionary payment of penal debt, is a question 
which He only may answer. Again: doubtless the natural 
reason of Adam and his family saw the obvious truth, which is 
stated as self-evident, in the Epistle to the Hebrews, that “the 
blood of bulls and goats cannot take away sins.” The mere 
animal has neither the dignity, nor community of nature, which 
would suggest even the possibility of its life’s being an equiva- 
lent for an immortal soul. Hence, we do not believe that the 
human reason, left to itself, would ever have devised sucha 
mode of appeasing God. This is illustrated by the rationalistic 
will-worship of Cain. Not having suitable conviction of guilt, 
regard for God’s rights as requiring satisfaction in order to 
pardon, nor faith in the future, undescribed sacrifice of the 
“Woman's Seed,” he did what all other will-worshippers since 
have done: he exercised his own rationalistic ideas of the 
suitable, and his own esthetic sentiments, in devising another 
oblation. He probably thought the bleeding and burning flesh 
unsuitable, because it was abhorrent to natural sensibility, and 
even to the instincts, and the senses of sight and smell. Does 
God find pleasure in the death-pangs of an innocent, sentient 
creature ? How much more appropriate the inanimate fruits of 
His bounty, for an oblation: the brilliant flowers, the blushing 
fruits, the nodding sheaf, all redolent of peace, abundance and 
fragrance. But it was precisely this rationalism, which, we are 
told in Genesis, caused the rejection of his offering. Here we 
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find a strong proof that Abel’s was not will-worship, but the 
fulfilment of a divine ordinance. 


This is strongly confirmed by the language of Heb. x1: 4, 
which tells us, that the preferableness of Abel’s offering arose 
from this: that he “ offered it by faith.” Now faith implies a 
revealed warrant; without this it is presumption. This text 
virtually tells us that animal sacrifice was by divine appoint- 
ment. This conclusion is also strengthened by the truth, clearly 
implied in Gen. ix : 3, 4, that, until after the flood, animals were 
not killed for food by God’s people. Yet in Gen. iii : 21, Adam 
and Eve are, by God, clad in the skins of animals, in lieu of the 
frail coverings of fig leaves, which they had devised for them- 
selves, to conceal their shame. Whence came those skins? 
They might possibly be stripped from the corpses of those that 
died natural deaths, or were slain by beasts of prey. But it is 
much more probable, that they were the skins of the sacrifices 
Adam was then and there taught to offer. Man’s superiority to 
the need of raiment in Paradise was doubtless an emblem of 
his present holiness and guiltlessness: as his newly born shame 
was anemblem of his guilt and corruption. How natural then, is 
the conclusion, that this first effectual clothing of man the sinner 
was the immediate result of sacrifice, that it was sacrificial raiment 
he wore; and thus we have here the natural introduction of the 
great idea of “AD, “eovering,” “ propitiation,” so fully expand- 


ed afterwards. Once more, when Noah’s family was at length 
authorized to eat animal food, the blood was expressly except- 
ed, because, as God teaches, He had reserved it to make atone- 
ment for their souls. Does not this imply that the reservation 
was, from the first, God’s express ordinance? Animal sacrifice 
was then, God’s appointment; and it found its aim in its signifi- 
cation of the need of satisfaction for guilt, and the promise and 
foreshadowing of a worthy substitute, to be afterwards provided 
by God. Thus we see, that the maintenance of bloody sacri- 
fice among the Pagans to our day, is a ritual perversion pre- 
cisely parallel to that we see made, by nominal Christians, ot 
the New Testament sacraments, a reliance on the efficacy, ex 
opere operato, of the symbol, instead of the divine grace symbol- 
ized. Trent herself could not define her doctrine of the opus 
operatum more expressly than it was held by the Maori of New 
Zealand and the classic Pagans, as to their bloody rites. 


The third essential truth of the Covenant of Grace taught 
primeval man, (and the only remaining one,) was that set forth 
in the protevangel of Gen. itt: 15. By becoming an apostate 
from God, he had become the subject of Satan, who is repre- 
sented by the serpent. (See Lect. xxvii: Qu.3). The race was 
now become his kingdom, instead of the “ kingdom of heaven.” 
Already a sad experience was teaching them, that sin was now 
become a ruling principle, and not a mere incident: as their 
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outward misery was now ordained to be a permanent state of 
chastisement. Doubtless the great question with the sinners 
was +“ Is this final?” .“ Oras there tot bed deliverance? 7) fe 
covenant of Grace answers: “ Yes, there shall be a deliverance.” 
Satan’s conquest was to be reversed, destructively for Satan, by 
the “Seed of the Woman.” The promise is brief, but wonder- 
fully instructive. Let only faith read it consistently; and it 
pointed to a Mediator, a Deliverer, human, yet more than 
human, miraculously reared up, who was to be the antitype to 
the bleeding lamb even now exhibited, who should experience, 
in prosecuting the work of delivery, a blood-shedding at the 
hands of the adversary, like that of the suffering lamb, yet not 
destructive; inasmuch as He should survive to crush the evil 
angel, and to deliver the captives. 

That this promise is a protevangel is argued first, presump- 
tively, from the triviality of the alternative meaning. Did God 
go out of His way, on this monfentous occasion, to describe 
merely the animal instinct, which prompts the peasant to killa 
snake? Second, the “woman’s seed,” properly weighed, must 
be seen to promise something supernatural; because in Hebrew 
language, the seed is always elsewhere ascribed to the male, 
(which is physiologically accurate). Compare Gen. xxi: 13, 
where Ishmael is carefully distinguished as Abraham’s “ seed,” 
while “son” “of the bond-woman.” Eve knew that she could 
only have a “seed” supernaturally. Third: the Deliverer must, 
from the very nature of the promised victory, be superior to 
Satan, who was superior to Adam. Fourth: subsequent Scrip- 
tures, when using language evidently allusive to this promise, 
represent this warfare as being between Satan and the Messiah. 
Thus, Jno. xii: “ Now shall the prince of this world be cast 
out.” Luke x:17-I9. Christ’s comment on the success of 
His Apostles in subduing “devils” is: “I beheld Satan as light- 
ning fall from heaven,” and He then promises them farther vic- 
tory over ‘serpents and scorpions” and “ over all the power of 
the enemy.” Here we have the old warfare of Gen. iii: 15 ; 
and it is between Messiah and Satan and his angels, not only 
symbolized by “scorpions and serpents,” but expressly named. 
This onset of the incoming kingdom of heaven was seen by 
Christ to give Satan such a blow, that he appears like one 
dashed violently from his seat, and falling, thunder-smitten and 
blighted, to the earth. In Rom. xvi: 20, Paul promises God 
“shall bruise Satan under your feet shortly.” The allusion is 
beyond mistake. In Heb. ii: 14, the woman’s seed, “ through 
death destroys him that had the power of death, that is, the 
devil; where we see an exact reproduction of the bruised heel 
and crushed head. In Rev. xii:.9, and xx: 2, we have the 
final victory of Messiah, in the chaining and imprisonment of 
Satan the dragon. 

The short record of Genesis gives us other evidences of a gos- 
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pel dispensation, in the existence of the two classes, ‘sons of God,’ 
and ‘sons of men’. Gen. vi: 2.. So, the preaching of repent- 
ance by Enoch and Noah, and the strivings of the Holy Ghost 
with carnal minds, Gen. vi: 3, all imply a covenant of Grace. 
In conclusion, we know that the patriarchs before the flood had 
a gospel promise, because we are assured by Hebrews, chap. 
xi, that they had faith. 

The second dividing epoch of the old dispensation was the 
calling of Abraham, the history of which may be seen in Gen. 
chap. xiito xvii. There was now an important development. 
All that had been given to believers remained in force, the 
“Church in the house,” the Sabbath, the sacrifices, the moral 
law, and the promise. The most notable additions made upon 
the calling of Abraham were, first, the” separation of the “sons 
of God” from the mass of the world, as a peculiar people, and 
the organization of a visible church-state in the tribe of Abra- 
ham; and next, the institutiof of a sealing ordinance, circum- 
cision, as a badge of membership, and “seal of the righteous- 
ness of faith.’ The repeated tendency of the race, in spite of 
admonitions and judgments, towards apostasy and idolatry, had 
at length made the necessity of the visible Church separation 
obvious: it remained the only human means to preserve a seed 
to serve God. In that age of the world, every organized soci- 
ety unavoidably took the patriarchal form; hence the family, 
or clan of Abraham, became the visible Church: and therrace- 
limit tended approximately to be the boundary between Church 
and world. Abraham and his seed did indeed receive a promise 
of the temporal possession of Canaan: asin Gen. xii: 3; xv: 5; 
xvii: 7. But the spiritual and gospel feature implied is clear in 
some of the promises themselves, and is made plainer by sub- 
sequent Scriptures. The best exposition of the Abrahamic 
covenant is that given by Rom. chaps. 11 and iv, and Gal. iii. 
We are there expressly taught, that the seed in whom the 
promise was made was Christ: that the central benefit received 
by Abraham, was gospel salvation through faith: that the sac- 
rament was a gospel one, a seal of the righteousnesss of faith: 
that the promise of Canaan was typical of that of heaven; 
that Abraham is the exemplar and head of all gospel-believers : 
and that the society founded in his family was, and is, the visi- 
ble Church of Christ, reformed and enlarged at the new dispen- 
sation. 

The original meaning of the bleeding lamb was strikingly 
illustrated to Abraham by the proposed sacrifice of Isaac. 
This taught, first, that the lamb was insufficient: a more pre- 
cious substitute must be found. Just at the crisis, when the 
patriarch was about to offer his only son, a rational victim, God 
arrests his hand, and substitutes the ram (again a mere type,) 
which He had provided. Abraham named the place, wy 
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nin “Jehovah hath chosen,” thus rn ees that when 
He answered Isaac’s question, in Gen, xxii: 8, | myey. elm sg, 


“ God will provide Himself a lamb,” he had (possibly unwittingly) 
uttered a great, gospel-truth; that the sinner’s real substitute 
was to be one in the unknown ‘future, which God was to provide, 
and not the believer. Thus, salvation is to be gratuitous; 
though only through a divinely constituted substitute, and 
man’s part is to embrace it by faith. 

Last, the compact with Abraham was summed up in the 
words: “I will bea God unto thee and to thy seed after thee.” 
We have seen that this was the formula of the Covenant of 
Grace. Such then, was God’s compact with the Father of the 
faithful. } : 

And here we must pause a moment, to consider the ques- 

Eternal Life was re. tion famously debated in the negative, for 
vealed to the Patri’ instance, by Warburton’s Divine Legat. of 
a Moses: ‘Whether the patriarchal ages had 
any revealed promise of future eternal life?” I would premise 
that the scantiness of the teachings on this point will not sur- 
prise us, if we remember that this fundamental truth is rather 
assumed than taught. It has been well remarked, that the 
Bible no where sets itself deliberately to teach the existence of 
God! We may well suppose the traditionary religion received 
from -Adam made the immortality of the soul and future 
rewards, so clear that little was then needed to be said about it. 
The being of a God and the immortality of the soul are the 
two postulates essential to all religion. We assert then that 
the natural and proper way for inspiration to proceed, in reveal- 
ing a religion, is to postulate these two truths, and not to waste 
time in proving them. The soul’s immortality is as essential 
to the being of a religion as the existence of God. I might 
prove this experimentally by the fact, that materialists are 
always .virtually without a religion. It follows logically; for 
experience concurs with revelation in showing, that in this life, 
“the wicked flourish like the bay tree; ” so that, if the future life 


be denied, there will remain, for the denier, no room whatever — 


for the sanctions of any religion. But let us see if this doctrine 
was not made sufficiently clear to the patriarchs. (It may be 


found acutely argued in Calv. Inst. bk. ii: ch. 10, which we- 


mainly follow). 


(a.) They had promises: The New Testament expressly 


declares these promises were the gospel. See Luke i : 69-73, 
Sire 2A ve ren AN. 2 30 Ci 

(b.) The patriarchs embreeiine promises they had (be 
they what they may) with a religious faith. Who can dispute 
this? It is too expressly declared in Heb. ch. xi. But both 
Testaments tell us, that faith is a principle of eternal life. 
Habakivit 2acnbleb.\x : 38. 
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(c.) The Covenant made with Abraham in Gen. xvii: 7, to 
be a God to him and his seed, implies the continued existence 
of the patriarch. All this promise of a prosperous seed 
and of their continued relation to God as their patron, could 
have had no interest to Abraham, and could have been no boon 
to him, if he was doomed to extinction. Besides, as this prom- 
ise is expounded in the Pentateuch itself, and more fully in 
subsequent Scriptures, it is the eternity of God, which makes 
the covenant so great a privilege. See Deut. xxxiii : 27, and 
Ps? Xvi: 5: andiend, and xlviiiv14.°.What interest would a 
party doomed to early extinction have in the eternity of his 
benefactor ? 

(d.) Our Saviour’s argument, in Matt. xxii: 32-34, is 
founded. on, Exod. i: 6. ““Godis not the God of the dead; 
but of the living.” The peculiar appropriateness of this refuta- 
tion of Sadduceeism is seen in this: That they are said to have 
admitted only they inspiration of the Pentateuch: and hence 
Christ goes for His proof-text to that code and not to any 
later revelation. Materialists as they were, they gloried pro- 
fessedly in the national covenant with God, (as ensuring earthly 
privilege). Christ therefore cites them to the familiar terms of 
that covenant, as of itself containing enough to. show, that the 
doctrine of immortality is its very foundation. It is as though 
He said to them, that it was unnecessary to contend about the 
authority of the later prophets, who confessedly say so «much 
about immortality. He can find abundant refutation in that 
most'familiar formula, which was in everybody’s mouth. The 
subsistence in Moses’ day of a covenant relation with Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob, implies the continued existence of those 
parties. And as the parties were not ghosts, but incarnate 
men, when the everlasting God bargained with them; it is 
implied that His power, of which the Sadducees had no proper 
idea, would restore them by a bodily resurrection to that state. 

(e.) If the promise to the patriarchs were only of tempo- 
ral good, it was never fulfilled; for they were strangers and 


_ pilgrims in the very land promised them. 


(f.) Their dying exercises pointed to an immortality. Heb. 
x1: 16 tells us that they sought a better country, even a heav- 
enly. This is borne out as a fact, by such passages as Gen. 
xlix:18, and 33, and Numb. xxiii: 10. 

When we resort to the New Testament we find many evi- 
denccs, that its writers regarded the Old Testament as contain- 
ing the Covenant of Gracé, and the doctrine of immortality, in 
all its parts. Two passages may be cited, as specimens. In 
Jno. v: 29, our Lord says to the Jews, “Search the Scriptures ”’ 
(the Old Testament), “for in them ye think ye have eternal life, 
and they are they which testify of me.” In Acts xxiv: 14, 15. 
Faul, when pleading before Felix, declared that he believed “all 
things which are written in the law andin the prophets, and had 
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hope towards God, which they themselves also allow, that there 
shall be a resurrection of the dead.” 


LECTURE XXXVIII. 
COVENANT OF GRACE.—Concluded. 


ee 


SYLLABUS. 
5. What farther developments of the Covenant of Grace were made by the 


Mosaic Economy ? rere Ae : 
Turrettin, Loc. xii, Qu. 7, 3 24-26. Witsius, bk. iii, ch. 3; bk. iv, ch. 4. 


Ridgeley, Qu. 33, 34, 31. Knapp, @ 90, 91. 
6. What kes the true nature of the Covenant made by God with Israel at Sinai, 


through Moses? ~ t ore ‘ 
Turrettin, Qu. 12. Calvin, bk ii, ch. 7, 10. Witsius as above, and bk. iv, ch. 


to. Ridgeley, Qu. 34, 35. 

7. How do the Old and New Dispensations differ zzter se ? 
Turrettin, Qu. 7, 3 27 to end, and Qu. 28. Calvin, bk. ii, ch. 10, 11. Wit- 
sius, bk. iv, ch. 12, 13. Ridgeley, Qu. 34, 35. 

8. Do the Scriptures teach a Limbus Patrum? And were Old Testament 

believers glorified at their death or not? 

Turrettin, Qu. 10, 11; Qu.9, 3 1-11. Knapp, 3150. Catech. Rom., pt. i, 
ch. 6, Qu. 1-6. Knapp, 3 96. Witsius, bk. iv, ch. 12. On the whole Fair- 


bairn’s Typology. 
(COMING now to the last stage of the old dispensation, the 
Covenant of Sinai, we find several marked and impressive 
additions to the former revelations.” But 
they will all be found rather developments 
of existing features of the gospel, than new elements. Thesv 
traits were, chiefly the republication of the moral Law with 
every adjunct of majesty and authority, the establishment of 4 
Theocratic State-Church, in place of simpler patrfarchal forms, 
with fully detailed civic institutions, the Passover, a 1ew sacra- 
ment; and the great development of the sacrificial ritual. 
The Covenant of Sinai has seemed to many to wear such 
The Covenant of an aspect of legality, that they have’ sup- 
Sinai not a Covenant posed themselves constrained to regard it asa 
of, Works. species of Covenant of Works; and, there- 
fore a recession from the Abrahamic Covenant, which, we are 
expressly told, (John viii : 56 ; Gal. iii : 8,) contained the gospel. 
Now, it is one objection, that this view, making two distinct dis- 
pensations between Adam and Christ, and the first a dispen- 
sation of the Covenant of Grace, and the one which came 
after, of the Covenant of Works, is a priori, unreasonable. For, 
it is unreasonable in this: that it is a recession, instead of a 
progress; whereas every consistent idea of the plan of Reve- 
lation makes it progressive. It is unreasonable; because both 
the Old and New Testaments represent the Sinai Covenant asa. 
signal honour and privilege to Israel. But they also represent the 
Covenant of Works as inevitably a covenant of death to man 
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after the Fall; so that had the transactions of Sinai been a 
regression from the ‘‘ Gospel preached before unto Abraham,” 
to a Covenant of Works, it would have beena most signal curse 
poured out on the chosen people. The attempt is made to 
evade this, by saying that, while eternal life to the Hebrews 
was now suspended on a covenant of works, they were ritual 
works only, in which an exact formal compliance was all that 
was required. This is untenable; because it is inconsistent 
with God’s spiritual and unchangeable character, and with His 
honour; and because the Mosaic Scriptures are as plain as the 
New Testament in disclaiming the sufficiency of an exact ritual 
righteousness, as the term of eternal life, and in requiring a per- 
fect, spiritual obedience. If a ritual obedience was accepted 
instead of a spiritual one, that was an act of grace—a remis- 
sion of the claims of laws—so that the Mosaic turns out a dis- 
pensation of grace, after all. But grace was preached to Abel, 
Noah, Abraham, in a prior dispensation, through a Mediator to 
come. Now, through what medium was this gracious remission 
of law given to Israel, at Sinai? The answer we give is so 
consistent, that it appears self-evident, almost: That it was 
through the same Christ to come, already preached to the Patri- 
archs, and now typified in the Levitical sacrifices. So that the 
theory I combat resolves itself, in spite of itself, as it were, into 
the correct theory, viz: That the promise contained in the Cove- 
nant of Sinai was through the Mediator, typified in the Leviti- 
cal sacrifices; and that the term for enjoying that promise was 
not legal, not an exact ritual obedience, but gospel faith in the 
antitype. 

The French divines, ‘Camero and Amegraut, proposed an 
ingenious modification of the legal theory of Moses’ covenant: 
That in it a certain kind of life was proposed (as in the Cove- 
nant of Works,) as.a reward for an exact obedience: But that 
the life was temporal, in a prosperous Canaan, and the obedi- 
ence was ritual. ‘This is true, so far as a visible church-standing 
turned on a ritual obedience. But to the Hebrew, that tempo- 
ral life in happy Canaan was a type of heaven; which was not 
promised to an exact moral obedience, but to faith. Were this 
theory modified, so as to represent this dependence of the He- 
brew’s church-standing on his ritual obedience, as a mere type 
and emblem of the law’s spiritual work as a “schoolmaster to 
lead us to Christ,” it might stand. 

But let us proceed to a more exact examination. We find 
that the transactions at Sinaiincluded the 
following: (a) A republication of the Moral 
Law, with greatest majesty and authority. (b) An expansion 
of the Ritual of. the typical service, with the addition of a 
second sacrament, the passover. (c) The change of the visible 
Church instituted in Gen. 17th, into a theocratic Commonwealth- 
Church—beth in one. (d) The legal conditions of outward 
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good-standing were made more burdensome and exacting than 
they had been before. This last feature was not a novelty, (See 
Gen. xvii: 14,) but it was made more stringent. 

Can the designs of these modifications be explained con- 
sistently with our view? Yes. As to the 
theocratic state, this was necessitated by the 
numbers of the Church, which had outgrown the family state 
—and needed temporal institutions capable of still larger 
growth, even into a grand nation. The amplified ritual was 
designed to foreshadow the approaching Christ, and the promi- 
ses of the Covenant amore fully. Next: The legal conditions 
for retaining outward ecclesiastical privileges were made more 
stringent, in order to enable the Law to fulfil more energeti- 
cally the purpose for which St. Paul says it was added, to be a 
pedagogue to lead to Christ. (See Gal. iii; 19, 22). For this 
stringency was designed to be, to the Israelite, a perpetual 
reminder of the law which was to Adam, the condition of life, 
now broken, and its wrath already incurred, thus to hedge up 
the awakened conscience to Christ. This greater urgency was 
made necessary by the sinfulness of the Church and its ten- 
dencies to apostacy, with the seductions of Paganism now 
general in the rest of mankind. 

The passover, a peculiarly gospel sacrament, was added, to 
illustrate the way of salvation by faith, upon occasion of the 
exodus and deliverance of the first-born. The captivity in 
Egypt was an emblem of man’s bondage under the curse; and 
the dreadful death of the first-born, of the infliction of the sen- 
tence. The Hebrews escape that doom, by substituting a 
sacrifice ; whichis: atype? of Chist,. "(See jncmn46,. teen 
v: 7). But the saved family then eat that victim, thus signify- 
ing the appropriating act of faith, very much as is done in the 
commemorative sacrament of the Supper now. 

The followers of Cocceius and his school have texts which, 

6. Moses’ Dispen- WE admit, bear plausibly against our identifi- 
sation same in sub- cation of the Mosaic and Abrahamic dispen- 
stance as Abraham's.  sations, They point us; not only tothe nume- 
rous places in the Pentateuch which seem to say, like Levit. 
xvii: 5, “Do, and live; butitesach® passages aster: kxxt: 
32, which seems to say that the Covenant of Grace is “not 
according to the covenant made the fathers in the day God took 
them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt.” 
50;'they urge Jno.i: 17-: Gahwiiiera- Rom! ix eh Gan ee 
25; Heb. viii : 7-13; ix: 8; ii: 3. (The newcovenant “began 
to be spoken by the Lord,” and so, must not antedate the Chris- 
tian era), vii: 18, and such like passages. 

But, notwithstanding this array, there are preponderating, 
even irresistible arguments for the other side. And first, we 
urge the general consideration that the Bible never speaks of 
more than two Covenants: that of the Law, or Works, and that 
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of Grace. The dispensations also are but two, “the first and 
the second ;” the “new and the old.” But if Moses’ dispen- 
sation was a legal one in essence, then we must have three; 
for Abraham’s was doubtless a gracious one. We add, that 
there are but two imaginable ways; and but two known to 
Scripture; “grace” and “works,” by which a soul can win 
adoption of life. The latter, the Scriptures declare to be utterly 
impracticable after man’s fall. Since the Israelites were fallen 
men, if their covenant was not gracious, it was only a condemn- 
ing one. Its result was only their destruction. But, second, 
the latter conclusion is utterly inconsistent with the fact that 
God covenanted with them at Sinai, in mercy, and not in judi- 
cial wrath: as their redeemer and deliverer, and not as their 
destroyer. This transaction, whatever it was, was proposed and 
acceptedias tat iprivilere, notre! curse..> Bxodi xixs5-5 xxr2 ; 
RKO reese exvill = 255)" Forethird, the compact. 6f 
Sinai included all the essential parties and features, and adopted 
the very formula, which we have seen were characteristic of the 
Covenant of Grace. On the one side was God, transacting with 
them, not as Proprietor and Judge, but, as beneficent Father. 
On the other side was the people, a mass chosen in their sin and 
Bn worcniness;ppce zek. xvil 3265) Psicix 21s Is. xxxvii’: 
35. Between these parties was Moses, as a Mediator, the most 
eminent type of Christ in the whole history. And the compact 
is ratified in the very terms of the covenant of Grace. “I will 
be your God, and ye shall be my people.” (See Levit. xxvi: 
b2-;-jer. Xi24;° xxx: 22). Fourth: [borrow the argument of the 
Apostle from Gal. 111: 17; fidelity to the bond already contracted 
with Abraham and his seed, forbade the after formation of a 
different compact with them. The last testament is valid in law 
against the previous ones, but the first bond excludes subse- 
quent contracts of an inconsistent tenour. This is powerfully 
confirmed by the fact, that Moses, in confirming the Sinai-Cove- 
nant with Israel, tells them more than once, that'they enter it 
aout braliam’s seed, Deutz vit 28,9; 12°; Exodwiir :'6; 7. ‘Com- 
pare Ps. cv: 6; Isaiah xli: 8. This shows that, whatever the cove- 
nant with Abraham was, that with Israel was a renewal of it. 
Fifth: The very ‘book of the testimony,” and all the utensils of 
the sanctuary were purified with blood ; as we are taught in Heb. 
ix : 18-23. Why all this? The Apostle says it was to fore- 
shadow the truth, that Christ’s blood must be the real propitiation 
carried, for sinners, into the upper sanctuary. Our opponents 
would agree with us, that the sacrifices of the altar were the 
most notable features of the Levitical dispensation. But we are 
taught that these all pointed to Christ, the true priest and 
victim. Heb. ix: 23, &c., tells us that this great feature, that 
“without the shedding of blood was no remission,” was to hold 
up the grand truth of the necessity of satisfaction for guilt by 
Christ’s blood. Thus, the more Levitical sacrifices we find, the 
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more Gospel do we find. Sixth: Men feel driven to the con- 
clusion we combat, they say, by the re-enactment of the law. 
But the law, both moral and ritual, was in force under Abra- 
ham. See Rom. v: 13, 14; Gen. xvii: 14. : 

Seventh: Both the moral, and a (less burdeisome) ritual 
law are still binding, in the same sense, under the New Testa- 
ment dispensation, (See Matt.v:17; Jno. ii:5; Mark xvi: 
16.) Surely the New Testament is not therefore a Covenant of 
Works! Last, Christ expressly says, that Moses taught of 
Him. Luke xxiv: 27; Jno. v: 46. Moses must then, have 
taught the Gospel. And in Rom. x : 6, the inspired expositor, 
when he would state the plan of salvation by grace through 
faith, in express contrast to the Covenant of Works (as stated 
iu Levit. xviii: 5, for instance) borrows the very words of 
Moses’ Covenant with Israel from Deut. xxx:11. Does he 
abuse the sense ? 

To remove the cavil founded on each text quoted against 
us, by a detailed exposition, would consume too much space. 
It is not necessary. By discussing one of the strongest of them, 
we shall sufficiently suggest the clue toall. The most plausi- 
ble objection is that drawn from Jer. xxxi: 32, where the 
prophet seems to assert an express opposition between the 
new covenant, which Heb. vii, indisputably explains as the Cov- 
enant of Grace, and that made with Israel at the Exodus. 
There is unquestionably, a difference asserted here; and it is 
the difference between law and grace. But it is the Covenant 
of Sinai viewed in one of its limited aspects only, which is here 
set in antithesis to the Covenant of Grace: It is the secular 
theocratic covenant, in which political and temporal prosperity 
in Canaan was promised, and calamity threatened, on the con- 
ditions of theocratic obedience or rebellion. The justice and 
relevancy of the prophet Jeremiah’s, and of the apostle’s logic, 
in selecting this aspect of the Sinai Covenant to display, by 
contrast, the grace of the new covenant, are seen in this: that 
self-righteous Jews, throwing away all the gracious features of 
their national compact, and thus perverting its real nature, 
were founding all their pride and hopes on this secular feature. 
The prophet points out to them that the fate of the nation, 
under that theocratic bond, had been disaster and ruin; and 
this, because the people had ever been too perverse to comply 
with its legal terms, especially, inasmuch as God had left them to 
their own strength. But the spiritual covenant was to differ (as 
it always had), in this vital respect: that God, while covenant- 
ing with His people for their obedience, would make it His part 
to write His law in their hearts. Thus He would Himself 
graciously ensure their continuance in faith and obedience. 
Witsius happily confirms this view, by remarking that, in all the 
places where the secular, theocratic compact is stated, as a Cov- 
enant of Works, we see no pledge on God’s part, that He 
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“ will circumcise their hearts,” as in Deut. xxx: 6. There, the 
ensuing compact is interpreted by St. Paul (Rom. x :6,) as the 
Covenant of Grace. So, in Jer. xxxi: 33, 34.. God engages 
graciously to work in His elect people the holy affections and 
principles, which will embrace, and cleave to the promise. 
“Butin allsuch places: as Levity xviiii5 ;. Jer) xxxt:209; Ezek. 
xviil, the duties required are secular, and the good gained or 
forfeited is national. In truth, the transaction of God with 
Israel was two-fold: it had its shell, and its kernel; its body, 
and its spirit; its type, and its antitype. The corporate, theo- 
cratic, political nation was the shell: the elect seed were the 
kernel. See Rom. chaps. x and xi. The secular promise was 
the type: the spiritual promise of redemption through Christ 
was the antitype. The law was added as “a schoolmaster,” to 
bring God’s true people, the spiritual seed mixed in the out- 
ward body, to Christ. This law the carnal abused, as they do 
now, by the attempt to establish their own righteousness under it. 

A correct view of the nature of that display made of the 

7. Differences of Covenant of Grace in the Old Dispensation, 
Old Dispensation from will be gained by comparing it with the New. 
Nok All orthodox writers agree that there is both 
law and gospel in the Old Testament Scriptures. If, by the 
Old Testament Covenant, is understood only that legal covenant 
of moral and ceremonial works, then there will indeed be 
- ground for all the strong contrast, when it is compared with the 
‘Gospel in the New Testament, which some writers draw between 
the severity and terror of the one, and the grace of the other. 
But in our comparison, we shall be understood as comparing 
the Old Dispensation with the New, taken with all their fea- 
tures, as two wholes.. We find Turrettin (Ques. 8, § 18, 25), 
makes them differ in their date or time, in their clearness; in 
their facility of observance, in their mildness, in their perfec- 
tion, in their liberty, in their amplitude, and in their perpetuity. 
Calvin (B. 2, ch. 11,) finds five differences: that the Old Testa- 
ment premises eternal life typically under figures of Canaan, 
that the Old Testament is mainly typical, that it is literal (while 
the New Testament is spiritual) that it gendered to bondage, 
and that it limited its benefits to one nation. 

I am persuaded that the strong representations which these 
writers (and most others following them,) and, 
yet more, the Cocceian school, give of the 
bondage, terror, literalness, and intolerable 
weight of the institutions under which Old Testament saints 
lived, will strike the attentive reader as incorrect. The expe- 
rience, as recorded of those saints, does not answer to this 
theory ; but shows them in the enjoyment of a dispensation 
free, spiritual, gracious, consoling. JI ask emphatically: does 
not the New Testament Christian of all ages, go to the 
recorded experiences of those very Old Testament saints, for 
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the most happy and glowing expressions in which to utter: his 
hope, gratitude, spiritual joy? Is it said that these are the 
experiences of eminent saints, who had this full joy (even as 
compared to New Testament saints) not because the published 
truth was equal to that now given: but because they had higher 
spiritual discernment? I reply: By nature they were just like: 
‘us, sinners of the gentiles;”’ so that if they had more spiritual 
discernment, it must be because there was a freer and fuller dis- 
‘pensation of the Holy Ghost to them than tous. (Much fuller! 
to repair all.defect of means, and more than bring them toa 
level.) But this overthrows Calvin’s idea of the dispensation as 
a less liberal one. Or, is it pleaded that these are only the 
inspired, and therefore exceptional cases of the Old Testament 
. Church? JI answer: Did not God give the inspired experien- 
ces as appropriate models for those of their brethren? These 
distorted representations have been produced by the seeming 
force. of ‘such: passages as.Jno.i% 173 2) Cor.iili2-6; 775 Gala 
19, 23; ivied, 4.andi 24-26; Heb, vilts 8+ Acts xv cei@geeel ae 
the scope and circumstances of the Apostles, in making 
such statements, are greatly overlooked. They were arguing, 
for the gospel plan, against self-righteous Jews, who had per- 
versely cast away the gospel significance out of the Mosaic 
institutions to which they clung, and who retained only the 
condemning features of those institutions; vainly hoping to 
make a righteousness out of compliance with a law, whose very - 
intent was to remind men that they could make no righteous- 
ness for themselves. Hence we must always remember that 
the Apostles are using, to a certain extent, an avgumentum ad 
hominem: they are speaking of the Mosaic institutions under 
the Jewish view of them. They are treating of that side 
or aspect, which alone the perverse Jew retained of them. 
Here isthe key. | 
The truth is, both dispensations are precisely alike, in hav- 
ing two sides to them: a law which condemns 
rane New Testament those who will persist in self-righteeus plans; 
plained. New Testa- and a gospel which rescues the humble 
ment also a Dispensa~ believer from that condemnation. The obli- 
Hon ee nt 282 ©° gation of Works, (which was reénacted in the 
Decalogue,) is perpetual, being founded on the 
very relations between man and God, on all except those who 
are exempted from it by the substitutionary rizhteouness of the 
Mediator. It is of force now, onall others. It thunders just as 
it did in Eden and on Sinai. Nor, I beg you to note, is the 
Old Testament singular, in enjoining a ritual law, which is also 
“the letter that killeth,’ a “carnal ordinance,” a “ministration 
of death,” to those who perversely refuse to be pointed by it to 
the Messiah, and who try to make a self-righteouness out of it. 
The New Testament also has its sacraments; all are com- 
manded to partake, yet he that eateth and drinketh, not dis- 
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cerning the Lord’s body, “eateth and drinketh damnation to 
himself,’ and he that takes the water of Baptism self-right- 
eously, only sees therein a terrible symbol of his need of a 
cleansing which he does not receive. Let an evangelical Chris- 
tian imagine himself instructing and refuting a modern Ritualist 
of the school of Rome or the Tractarians. He would find 
himself necessarily employing an argumentum ad hominem pre- 
cisely like that of Paul against the Pharisees. The evangelical 
believer would be forced to distinguish between the legal or 
condemning, and the gospel side of our own sacraments; and 
he would proceed to show, that by attempting to make a self- 
righteousness out of those sacraments, the modern Pharisee was 
soing back under a dispensation of condemnation and bondage; 
that he was throwing away ‘the spirit which giveth life,’ and 
retaining only the ‘letter that killeth.” 

The New Testament has also its sacrifice; the one sacrifice 
of Christ; and to him who rejects the pardon which it pur- 
chased, it is a ministry of damnation, more emphatic than all 
the blood of beasts could utter. Both dispensations have their 
“letter that killeth,” as well as their “spirit that giveth life,” 
their Sinai as well astheir Zion. And in the very place alluded 
to, it is the killing letter of the New Testament of which Paul 
speaks, 2 Cor iii: 6. Besides in the Old Testament no part of 
the ritual could be more crushing than the moral command- 
ment “exceeding broad,” is tothe unrenewed. But see Matt. 
V: 17-20. 

Again, the Old Testament distinguished both as to its 
word, and its ordinances, between this letter that killeth and this 
Somer civeumiire -Weute x.) 124s bi16; 4 E722, andi23". 
Prov xxte 3 > 1 oaniuelixv 1 229Ps. l16).175 Isal.i: 713-20 ee. 

Now just as the Christian minister would argue with a 
nominal Christian who persisted in making a righteousness out 
of the sacraments, so the Apostles argued with the Jews, who 
persisted in making a righteousness out of their ritual. Thus 
abused, the ritual of the Old Testament and of the New loses 
its gracious side, and only retains its condemning. -Peter says, 
Acts xv: 10, the ritual was a yoke which neither Jews nor their 
fathers were able to bear. Did God signalize His favour to His 
chosen people by imposing an intolerable ritual? Is it true 
that well disposed Jews could not bear it? . See Luke i: 6; 
Phil. iii: 6. No: Peter has in view the ritual used in that self- 
righteous sense, in which the Judaizing Christians regarded it 
while desiring to impose it on Gentiles. Asa rule of justifi- 
cation it would be intolerable. The decalogue (2 Cor. iii: 7) 
would be a ministration of death to him who persisted to use 
it as these Jews did. But Moses gave it as only one side, one 
member of his dispensation, “to be a schoolmaster to lead us 
to Christ.” Gal. iii: 16 speaks of a law given 430 years after 
the Convenant of Grace, and seeming to be contrasted. But it 
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“could not disannul it.” Did not Abraham’s Covenant of 
Grace survive this law, as much in the ante-Christian, as in the 
post-Christian times ? 
Calvin says, as I conceive, perverting the sense of Gal. 4th, 
that the time of bondage, in which “the heir 
Ree and 4th Ex- differed nothing from the slave,” was the time 
of the Jewish dispensation, while the time of 
liberation was the time of the Christian dispensation. Not so. 
As to the visible Church collectively, and its outward or eccle- 
siastical privilege, this was true; but not as to individual 
believers in the Church. And this distinction satishes the 
Apostle’s scope in Gal. 3d and 4th, and Heb. viii: 7, 8, and 
reconciles with passages about to be quoted. [cf. Turrettin on 
Heb. ix: 8, Que. 11, § 14.] Was David still in bondage, “ dif- 
fering nothing from that of aslave,’ when he sung Ps. xxx: 
i, 2, cxvi: 16? The time of tutelage was, to each soul, the time 
of his self-righteous, unbelieving, convicted, but unhumbled 
struggles. The time of the liberty is, when he has flown to 
Christ. This, whether he was Israelite or Christian. Isaac, 
says another, symbolized the gospel believer, Ishmael, the 
Hebrew. Were not Isaac and Ishmael cotemporary?  Inter- 
pret the allegory consistently. And was it not Isaac, who was, 
not allegorically, but literally and actually, the Hebrew, the sub- 
ject of an Old Testament dispensation, .a ritual dispensation, a 
typical one, only differing from the Mosaic in details? This 
would be to represent the Apostle as making a bungling alle- 
gory, indeed, to choose the man who was actually under the 
dispensation of bondage, as the type of the liberty, had St. 
Paul intended to prove that the Old Dispensation was a bond- 
age. And it would be bungling logic, again, to represent the 
spiritual liberty to which he wished to lead his hearers, by 
sonship to Abraham, if Abraham were the very head, with 
whom the dispensation of bondage was formed! St. Paul 
warns the foolish Galatians who “ desired to be under the law.” 
“Do ye not hear the law?’ (Gal. iv: 21.) The thing which 
the law says to such self-righteous fools, is read in Gal. iii: Io. 
“As many as are of the works of the law are under the curse,” 
&c. St. Paul’s allegory says that Ishmael’s mother (the type 
of the soul in bondage) represents Sinai, and Sinaiagain, ‘‘ The 
Jerusalem which now is.” Sarah, then, represents what? “The 
Jerusalem which is above, and is free.”” Which of these answereth 
to King David's Zion’ “the city of the great King, in whose palaces 
God is known asa Refuge”? (Ps. xlviii: 3,4.) Obviously, Sarah 
and her children. But the Pharisees of the Apostle’s day 
claimed to be the heirs of that very Zion, and did literally and 
geographically inhabit it! How is this? They were in form 
the free-woman’s heirs—in fact, bastards. And they had dis- 
inherited themselves, by casting away the gospel, and selecting 
the legal significance of the transactions of Sinai. The Sinai 
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which now anwsereth to the bond-woman is not the Sinai of Mo- 
ses, of Jehovah, and of Abraham; but the Sinai of the legalist, 
the Sinai which the Pharisee insisted on having. 

You will not understand me as asserting that the Old Tes- 
tament dispensation was as well adapted to 
the pursposes of redemption as the New. 
Bis would-bevyin the teeth, of Heb: viit : 
7, &c. The inferior clearness, fullness, and liberality result 
necessarily from the fact that it preceded Christ’s com- 
ing in the flesh. The visible Church, in its collective capacity, 
was as to its outward means and privileges, ina state of minority 
and pupilage. But every true believer in it looked forward by 
faith, through that very condition of inferiority, to the blessings 
covenanted to him in the coming Messiah; so that his soul, 
individually, was not in a state of minority or bondage; but in 
a state of full adoption and freedom. This state of the visible 
Church, however, as ‘contrasted with that which the Church 
now enjoys, is illustrative of the contrast between the spiritual 
state of the elect soul, before conversion, while convicted and 
self-righteous, and after conversion while rejoicing in hope. 
This remark may serve to explain the language of Galatians 
3d and 4th. 3 

I would discard, then, those representations of the intoler- 
able harshness, bondage, literalness, absence 
of spiritual blessing, in the old dispensation, 
and give the following modified statement. 

(a.) The old dispensation preceded the actual transacting 
of Christ’s vicarious work. The new dispensation succeeds it. 

(b.) Hence, the ritual teachings, (not all the teachings) of 
the old dispensation were typical; those of the New Testament 
are commemorative symbols. A type is a symbolic prediction ; 
and for the same reason that prophecy is less intelligible before 
the event, than history of it afterwards, there was less clear- 
ness and fullness of disclosure. (Seei Pet. i: 12.) Again, 
because under the Old Testament the Divine sacrifice by which 
guilt was to be removed, was still to be made; the sacrificial 
types, (those very types which foreshadowed the pardoning 
grace as well as the condemning justice,) presented a more 
prominent and repeated exhibition of guilt than now, under 
the gospel; when the sacrifice is completed; (Heb. x: 3,) 
because it was harder to look to the true propitiation in the 
future, than it is now in the past; the voice of the law, the 
pedagogue who directed men’s eyes to Christ, was graciously 
rendered louderand more frequent than it is now. 

(c) Perspicuity in commemorating being easier than in 
predicting, the ritual teachings of the previous dispensation 
were more numerous, varied and laborious. 

. (d) God, in His inscrutable wisdom, saw fit to limit the old 
- dispensation to one nation, so far at least, as to require that any 
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sinner embracing it should become an Israelite; and to make 
the necessary ritual territorial and local. Under the New Testa- 
ment all nations are received alike. . 

(e) The previous dispensation was temporary, the New 
Testament will last till the consummation of all things. 

With reference to the state of the Old Testament saints in 

8 Old Testament the other world, we discard the whole fable 
Saints Redeemed at of the Papists concerning a “umébus patrum, 
ae and the postponement of the application of 
redemption to them till Christ’s death. Christ’s suretyship is 
such that His undertaking the believer's work, releases the 
believer as soon as the condition is fulfilled. He is not merely 
Fide jussor, but ex promtssor (Turrettin), Christ being an immu- 
table, almighty and faithful surety, when He undertook to make 
satisfaction to the law, it was, in the eye of that God to whom a 
thousand years are but as one day, as goodasdone. (Here, by 
the way, is some evidence that the chief necessity of atonement 
was not to make a governmental display, but to satisfy God’s 
own, attributes). See Rom, uip25y debs ixsigig ence 
Ie25 digi2s 10-13 j. cilis 12:;7dsi xliv . e235 sukee eee 
23 with Matt. visit; Lukeix s3n5.Ps: bexiits 24Nr cise, 
LOgeblLebs xa 2216 scene! 

These texts seems to me to prove, beyond all doubt, that 
Christ’s sacrifice was for the guilt of Old Testament believers, 
as well as those under the New Testament; that the antici- 
pative satisfaction was imputed to the ancient saints when they 
believed, and that at their death, they went to the place of 
glory in God’s presence. What else can we make of the trans- 
lations of Enoch and Elijah, and the appearance of Moses in 
glory, before Christ’s death ? 

The strength of the Papists’ scriptural argument is in 
the last two of the texts cited byme. I may 
add, also, Rev. xiv: 13, which the Papists 
would have us understand, as though the terminus a quo of the 
blessedness of the believing dead were from the date of that 
oracle; implying that hitherto those dying in the Lord had not 
been immediately blessed. It is a flagrant objection to this 
exposition, that the Apocalypse was a whole generation after 
Christ's resurrection, when, according to Papists, the dying 
saints began to go to heaven. The terminus is, evidently, the 
date of each saint’s death. The testimony from Heb. ix: 8, 
you have seen answered, by your text-book, Turrettin. The 
Apostle’s scope here shows that his words are not to be wrested 
to prove that there was no application of redemption until after 
Christ died. The author is attempting to show that the Leviti- 
cal temple and ritual were designed to be superseded. This he 
argues, with admirable address, from the nature of the services | 
themselves: The priests offered continually, and the High. 
Priest every year, by the direction of the Holy Ghost; by ° 
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which God showed that that ritual was not to be permanent; 
for if it had been adequate, it would have done its work and 
ceased. Its repetition showed that the work of redemption was 
not done; and never would be, until another dispensation came, 
more efficacious than it. Such is the scope. Now, the words, 
“the way into the sanctuary was not yet manifested,” in such a 
connection, are far short of an assertion, that no believing soul 
could, at death, be admitted to heaven. Is not the meaning 
rather, that until Christ finished His sacrifice, the human priest 
still stood between men and the mercy-seat? 

But the locus palmarius of the Papists for a Lzmbus Pa- 
trum, is 1 Pet. iit: 19, &c. On this obscure 
text you may consult, besides commentaries, 
(among whom see Calvin zz luco,) Knapp, 
Gir Pheok. Soo. Purrettin, Loc. xy -Ones m1j)§-1 5); Loe. xiii; 
Que. 15,§ 12. Here, again, our safest guide is the Apostle’s 
scope, which is this: Christ is our Exemplar in submitting 
patiently to undeserved suffering. For Him his own people 
slew: the very Saviour who, so far from deserving ill at their 
hands, had in all ages been offering gospel mercy to them and 
their fathers, even to those most reprobate of all, the Antedi- 
luvians. But the same Divine Nature in which Christ had been 
so mercifully carrying a slighted gospel to that ancient gene- 
ration, (now, for their unbelief, shut up in the prison of hell,) 
gloriously raised Him from the dead, after their equally repro- 
bate posterity had unjustly slain Him. Here is our encourage- 
ment while we suffer innocently after the example of our Head. 
For this resurrection, which glorified Him over all His ancient 
and recent enemies, will save us. Then we, redeemed by that 
grace which was: symbolized to the ancient believers by the 
type of the ark, and to modern, by the sacrament of baptism, 
will emerge triumphantly from an opposing and persecuting 
world ; as Christ’s little Church. (consisting then of a number 
contemptible in unbelievers’ eyes,) in Noah’s day, came out 
from the world of unbelievers. 

With this simple and consistent view of the Apostle’s drift, 
the whole dream of a descent into Hades, and a release of the 
souls of the patriarchs from their /zszdus, is superfluous, and 
therefore unreasonable. 


Especially, not in I. 
Pet i: ro; &c. 


LECTURE XXXIX. 
MEDIATOR OF THE COVENANT OF GRACE. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What the meaning of the word Mediator? Why needed in the Covenant of 
Grace? 
Lexicons. Turrettin, Loc. xili, Qu. 3. Dick, Lect. 51. 
2. Is Jesus of Nazareth the Promised Mediator? Against Jews. 
Turrettin, Qu. 1, 2. Horne’s Introduction, Vol, i, (Am. Ed.) Appendix, 2 6. 
3. What is the constitution of Christ’s person? State the doctrine of the Gnos- 
tics, Eutychians, Nestorians and Chalcedon hereon. What the results, in the media- 
torial person and acts, of this hypostatic union ? 4 he 
Hiill’s Div., bk. iii, ch. 8. Turrettin, Qu. 6, 7, 8. Church Histories, espe- 
cially Gieseler’s, Vol. i, 3 42-45, and 86-88. Neander’s, Vol. ii, p. 434, &c. 
Torrey’s ‘Tr. ( Dick, Lect. '53.\-Conf. of -Faith, ch. 8) RidgeleyQu437: 
Dr. Wm. Cunninghum’s, Hist. Theology, ch. Io. 
4. Was Christ’s human nature peccable? A 
Plumer, ‘‘ Person and Sinless Character of Christ.”” Hodge, Theol., Vol. ii, 
p- 457. Schaff*s Person of Christ. Dorner’s Hist. Prot. Theology. 
5. Does Christ perform His mediatorial offices in both Natures? Why was each 
necessary ? aj 
Turrettin, Qu. 3, and Loc. xiv, Qu. 2. Calvin’s Inst., bk. ii, ch.12. Dick, 
Lect. 51, 53. Ridgeley, Qu. 38-40. Turrettin, Loc. xiii, Qu. 9. 
6, What the Socinian view of the necessity of Christ’s Prophetic Work ? 
’ Turrettin, Loc. i, Qu. 4. Stapfer, ch. 12, 3 18-25, and 122, &c. 


’ | ‘HE word mediator is in the New Testament Meoiryg middle 
m 


an. The phrase does not occur in the Old Testament, 
except in the Sept. translation of Job 1x: 
33, (Engl. v : “days-man,”) and then with the 
sense of umpire, not of mediator. Its idea inthe New Testament 
is evidently of one who intervenes to act between parties, who 
cannot, for some reason, act with each other directly. Thus, 
Moses was (Gal. iii: 19) the mediator of the Theocratic cove- 
nant. But in this, he was no more than zzternuncius. Christ's 
mediation included far more, as will appear when we prove His 
three offices of prophet, priest and king; which are here 
assumed. 
No mediator was necessary in the Covenant of Works 
between God and angels, or God and Adam; 
Why. Reeded in Cove- + ecause,in unfallen creatures, there was noth-: 
nant of Grace? ) ) 
| ing to bar direct intercourse between them 
and God. Hence the Scripture presents no evidence of Christ’s 
performing any mediatorial function for them. On the con- 
trary the Bible implies always, that Christ’s offices were under- 
taken, because men were sinners. Matt. i: 21 ; Is. liii; Jno. 
iii: 16. But, man being fallen, the necessity of Christ’s medi- 
ation appears from all the moral attributes of God’s nature; 
His truth, (pledged to punish sin,) His justice, (righteously and 
necessarily bound to requite it,) His goodness, (concerned in 
the wholesome order of His kingdom,) and His holiness, (in- 
464 
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trinsically repellent of sinners). So also, man’s enmity, evil 
conscience and guilty fear, awakened by sin, call, though not so 
necessarily, for a mediator. 

It has been objected that this argument represents God’s 
will as under a constraint; for else what hindered His saving 
man by His mere will? And that it dishonours His wisdom by 
making Him go a roundabout way to His end, subjecting His 
Son to many humiliations and pangs. The answer is: the 
necessity was a moral one, proceeding out of God’s own volun- 
tary perfections. Note. To sustain our argument we must assert 
that God’s mere will is not the sole origin of moral distinctions. 
see Lects x 3:0n that point. 

Against the Jews we assert that Jesus of Nazareth is the 
Messiah and Mediator of this Covenant. Of 
an argument so comprehensive, and contain- 
ing so many details, only the general struc- 
ture can be indicated. In this argument the standard of 
authoritative reference assumed is the Old Testament, which the 
orthodox Jew admits to be inspired. (As for the Rationalistic, 
they must first be dealt with as other skeptics.) Second. In 
this argument no other authority is claimed for the New Testa- 
ment in advance, than that it is an authentic narrative. As such, 
it is substantiated by the profane and Jewish history. We then 
make two heads: 

The promised Mediator of the Old Testament must have 
already come. For the time has passed. 
ee) Genwadlixi: 20)pxWansaxre24+27).20Fle 
was to come while the second temple was 
standing. (Hag. ii: 6-9; Mal., iii: 1-3). He was to come 
while the Jewish polity subsisted; (Gen. xlix: 10,) and while 
Jerusalem was still the capital of that theocracy. (Hag. ii: 6- 
9g; Is. ii: 3; Ixit: 1, &c.) This polity and city have now been 
overwhelmed for nearly 1,800 years: so that the very ability to 
give genealogical evidence of the birth of Christ from David's 
stock is now utterly gone! The Messiah’s coming was to be 
signalized by the cessation of types. (Dan. ix: 27). Last: 
the Messiah’s coming was to be marked by the accession of 
multitudes of Gentiles to the religion of the Old Testament. 
(oeetheraire;3 sitliing) I-6.5h sclixe 2:6: 5 ode angy Bece) 

Jesus of Nazareth is the Person; because all the qualities 
and incidents foretold in the Old Testament, 
wonderfully tally with Him and His life. 

W(iSee. Acts: tines. jongihe, jstrength:.df:the 
argument is in the completeness of this correspondence. In 
fairly estimating this proof, reference must be made to the doc- 
trine of probabilities. The occurrence of one predicted trait in 
a person would prove nothing. The concurrence of two would 
not be a demonstration; because that concurrence might be 
fortuitous. But, when three independent and predicted traits 
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concurred, the proof would greatly strengthen; because the 
likelihood that chance could account for all three, is diminished, 
in a multiplying ratio. So, as the number of coincident, pre- 
dicted traits increases, the evidence mounts up, by a multiplying 
ratio, towards absolute certainty. Jesus, then, answers the pro- 
phetic description in the time of His birth. (See above.) In 
the place; Micah. v: 2. In His nativity of a virgin; Is. vii: 
14. In His forerunner; Mal. iii: 1, &c. In His lineage; Gen. 
tii 15, xvilic 18, xix: dos Is) xied pRsxcxxxiv Ty Ae 
&c. In His preaching; Is. lxi: 1-3. In His’ miracles is. 
xxxv:5-6. In His tenderness and meekness; Is. xlu: 3. In 
the circumstances of His end, viz., His entry into Jerusalem; 
Zech. ixs.o:.. Betrayal; Zech. x1'112,41 3. -sRepection famiogcon- 
tempts Isslii's@: Deaths. tui 3.69 Meckings, thereing ale, 
XxXil 287 [i Vinegar; Ps.) lxix:’2t- iPiereme,~ Zech sees 
Yet no bones broken; Ps. xxxiv: 20. Death with malefactors; 
Is. lili: 9. Honourable burial; Is. lii: 9. Resurrection; Ps. 
xvi: 9, 10; lxviii 18. Spiritual effusions , Joel. ii: 28. Again: 
the Messiah of the Old Testament was to have a wondrous 
union of natures, offices and destinies, which was mysterious to 
the Old Testament saints, and absurd to modern Jews; yet was 
wonderfully realized in Jesus. He was to be God, (Ps. 1: 7; 
Is, ix :6); yet man, (Is; ix <6.) The history of Jesuspataken 
with His words, shows Him both human and divine. The Mes- 
siah was to be both priest and victim. . (Ps. cx; Is. lii.) He 
was to be an outcast, (Is. liii,) anda king, (Ps. 11.) Sowa 
Jesus. He was to conquer all people, (Ps. xlv and Ixxii: 110); 
yet, without violence. (Is. xlii: 3; Ps. xlv: 4.) He was to 
combine the greatest contrasts.of humiliation and glory. These 
contrasts are so hard to satisfy in one Person (to all unbelieving 
Israel it seems impossible,) that when we find them meeting in 
Jesus, it causes a very strong evidence to arise, that He is the 
Mediator. | 

The: doctrine of the constitution of Christ’s person, is 
purely one of Revelation, and involves.a 
mystery (1 Tim. iii : 16,) as great, perhaps, as 
that of the Trinity itself. But though inexplicable, it is not 
incredible. The nature of the scriptural argument by which 
this twofold nature in one person is established, is analogous to 
_ that establishing a Trinity in unity. The text nowhere defines 
the doctrine in one passage, as fully as we assert it. But our 
doctrine is a necessary deduction from three sets of Scriptural 
assertions. First. Jesus Christ was properly and literally a 
man. (See; e: oj\Jno. is 14;/Galviveeas Jnoei shia Detceee 
Heb.ii 07's cMatt. iv 2; Lukectisgo. 52%) Mattietilam 
Mark . xiii 325; Jno. xi: 353 sMatts(‘xxvi-1i37) cc) aSeconcs) 
Christ is also literally and properly divine. (See,e. g., Jno. i:1; 
Romisise weiejohnv :20); Iseime.6.7-Phily dicG Colman 
Heb. i: 3; 1 Tim. iii: 16, &c.) Yet this Man-God is one and 
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the same; in proof of which we need only allude to the fact, 
that in every text speaking of Him, oneness of person, and 
personal attributes, are either asserted or implied of Him. In 
many passages the same proposition asserts both natures in 
one persomifebs); Jno. dit 19%. B4Pimw ii: .56;) 

To Socinians, and other errorists, these passages seem con- 
tradictory, because being unwilling to admit the “incarnate 
mystery,’ they insist on explaining away one class of them. 
The true explanation is, that both are true, because of the 
hypostatic union. By these means such seeming paradoxes are 
to be explained, as those in Mark xiii: 32, compared with John 
wisizos Math mi): 27, &c.o | The) first: of thése verses asserts that 
even the Son does not know the day and hour when the earth 
and heavens shall pass away. The others ascribe omniscience 
to Him. The explanation (and the only one) is that Christ in 
His human nature has a limited knowledge, and in His divine 
nature, an infinite knowledge. 

The opinions of Gnostics are sufficiently narrated by Hill, 
(foc ctt.) As they have no currency in 
modern times, I will content myself with 
briefly reminding you of the distinction 
between the other Gnostics and those called Docetai. Both par- 
ties concurred in regarding matter as the source of all moral 
evil. Hence, they could not consistently admit the resurrec- 
tion and glorification, either of the saints or of Jesus’ body. 
rhe Docetai, therefore, taught that Christ never had a literal 
human body; but only a phantasm of one, on which the malice 
of His persecutors was spent in vain. The others taught that 
the Aion, who they supposed constituted Christ’s superior 
nature, only inhabited temporarily in the man Jesus, a holy Jew 
constituted precisely as other human beings are; and that, at 
the crucifixion, this Aion flew away to heaven, leaving the: man 
Jesus to suffer alone. ; 

The historical events attending the Nestorian controversy, 
and the personal merits of Nestorius, I shall 
not discuss. The system afterwards known as 
Nestorianism was apprehended by the Catholic 
Christians, as by no means a trivial one, ora mere logomachy about 
the @eoroxog. The true teacher of the doctrinal system was rather 
Theodore of Mopuestia, (a teacher of Nestorius) than the lat- 
ter prelate. In his hands, it appears to be a development of 
Pelagianism, which it succeeded in date, and an application to 
the constitution of Christ’s person of the erroneous doctrines 
of man’s native innocence. Theodore set out from opposition 
to Apollinaris, who taught that the divine Reason in Christ sub- 
stituted a rational human nature, leaving Christ only a material 
and animal nature on the human side. According to Theodore, 
Christ is a sort of impersonated symbol of mankind, first as 
striving successfully against trial, and second, as rewarded with 


Gnostic Theory of 
Christ’s Person. 


The Nestorian 
view. 


468 SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


glory for this struggle. He supposed Christ the Man to exer- 
_cise a self-determining power of will, which, he taught, is nec- 
essary to moral merit inany man. Christ, the man, then, began 
His human career, with the Word associated and strengthening 
His human nature. As Christ the man resisted trial and ex- 
hibited His devotion to duty in the exercise of His self- 
determination, He was rewarded by more full and intimate 
communications of divine indwelling, until His final act of 
devotion was rewarded with an ascension, and full communica- 
tion of the Godhead. The process in each gracious soul offers 
an humble parallel. The indwelling of God the Word in Jesus, 
is not generically unlike that of the Holy Ghost in a saint: but 
only closer and stronger in degree. There are, indeed, three 
grades of this one kind of union, first, that of the Holy Ghost, 
in sanctification; second, that of the same person, in inspira- 
tion; third, that of the Word in Christ. And the Nestorians 
preferred rather to speak of the last, as a. ouvdgea than a 
évwors, the preferred term of Cyril. 

This view seemed to involve two Pelagian errors; first, that 
grace is bestowed as the reward of man’s 
right exercise of moral powers, (in his own 
self-determined will,) instead of being the 
gratuitous cause thereof; and second, that inasmuch as the 
human purity of the man Jesus went before, and procured the 
divine indwelling, it is naturally possible for any other man to 
be perfect, in advance of grace. Again, from the separation of 
the nexus between the two natures in Christ, there seemed te 
the Catholics to be a necessary obscuring of the communica- 
tion of attributes; so that Christ’s sacrifice would no longer be 
divine and meritorious. enough to cover infinite guilt. And 
_thus would be lost the fundamental ground of His substitution 
forus. The whole scheme goes rather to make Christ incarnate 
rather a symbolical exemplar of the work of God in a believer, 
than the proper redeeming purchase and Agent thereof. Its 
tendencies, then, are Socinian. 

The Alexandrine theologians generally leaned the. other 
way. Cyril was fond of quoting from the 
ereat Athanasius; that while “he allowed 
Christ was the Son of God, and God, according to the spirit, 
. but son of man, according to the flesh; but not two natures 
and one son; the one to be worshipped and the other not; but 
one nature of God the Word incarnated, and to be worshipped 
by single worship along with His flesh.” They loved to assert 
the évwaorcs (unification) of the natures, rather than the ovvdgea 
(or conjunction,) of Theodore. They preferred to conceive of 
Christ as so clothing Himself with human nature, as to assim- 
ilate it, by a species of subsumption, with His divinity. 
Hence the error of Eutyches was prepared; that while the 
mediatorial person was constituted from two natures, it existed 
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only in one, the divine. This error is as fatal to a proper con- 
ception of Christ’s mediatorial work, as the Nestorian. By 
really destroying the humanity in Christ, from the moment of 
His birth, it gives us a Redeemer who has no true community 
of nature with us; and so, does not render a human obedience, 
nor pay the human penalty in our room and stead. The creed 
of Chalcedon, intermediate between these two extremes, is 
undoubtedly the scriptural one, as it has been adopted by all 
orthodox churches, ancient and modern, and is the basis of the 
propositions of the Westminster Assembly on this point. You 
have these symbols within your reach; and I shall not here 
repeat them. 
For Orthodox creed of Chalcedon, see Mosheim, vol. i, p. 
Been scala 366. For our own, see Confession of Faith, 
; ch. 8,§ 2. This doctrine, however inexplic- 
able, is not incredible; because it is no more mysterious than 
the union of two substances, spirit and body, into one human 
person, in ourselves. Yet, who is not conscious of his own per- 
sonality? That the infinite Creator should assume a particular 
relation to one special part of His creation, the man Jesus, is 
not impossible, seeing He bears intimate relations (e. g., as 
providential upholder,) to all the rest. That an infinite spirit 
shou!d enter into personal union with a man, is surely less mys- 
terious than that a finite spirit should constitute a personal union 
with a body; because the infinite and almighty possesses, so to 
speak, more flexibility to enter into such union; and because 
the intimate union of spirit to spirit, is less mysterious than that 
of spirit with body. (A perfect analogy is not asserted.) 
This Hypostatic union is the cornerstone of our redemp- 
__ tion. The whole adaptation of the Media- 
Hypostatic Union ; ‘ : 
ground of the Efficacy torial person to its work depends on it, as 
of Christ’s work. will be shown in the discussion of heads 5th, 
Beans ae objection 6th, The general result of the Hypostatic 
quashed. . : ; , 
union is stated well in the Confession of 
Faith, Ch. 8,§ 7, last part. This is that zowwwa cewpydtoy 
which we hold, in common with the early Fathers, repudiating 
the Lutheran idea of the attributes of Divinity being literally 
conferred on the humanity; which is absurd and impossible. 
Apt instances of this xowwwa may be seen in John iii: 13; 
Acts xiii:.15, xx: 28, xvii: 31; Mark ii: 10; Gal. iv: 4; and Rom. 
Bel 7eonune 20 1) Cors ti 2:8: Hence;prt as, that. Mediatorial 
acts performed in virtue of either nature, have all the dignity or 
worth belonging to the Mediatorial person as made up of both 
natures. Socinians do, indeed, object: that inasmuch as only 
the creature could, in the nature of things, be subjected to the 
law, and to penalty, the active and passive obedience of Christ 
have, after all, only a creature worth; and it is a mere legal 
fiction, to consider them as possessed of the infinite worth of a 
divine nature, since the divine nature did not especially render 
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them. The answer is: The person possessed of a divine nature, 
rendered them. Ifthe Socinian would honestly admit the per- 
sonalunion as a thing which (though inscrutable) is real and 
literal, his objection would be relinquished. For then, many 
analogies of human persons (not perfect indeed, applicable 
fairly) would show that this xocwya is not unnatural even. 
We shall see that the common sense and conscience of men 
always estimate the acts and sufferings of a united person 
(constituted of two natures) according to the dignity of the 
higher nature, to whichever of them those acts or sufferings 
may speciaily belong; e.g. There are many bodily affections, 
as appetite, pain, which we characterize as distinctively cor- 
poreal; and yet, had not our bodies souls in them, these affec- 
tions could have no place. Why then is it incredible, that the 
divine substance in the Medatorial person should be the ground 
of a peculiar value in the human sufferings of that person; 
‘though in strictness of speech, the divine could not be the seat 
of the suffering ? Again, corporeal sufferings of martyrs have 
amoral value, which can only be attributed to the fact that 
those suffering men were not brutes, but spiritual and moral 
beings; while yet the soul may have been unconscious of the 
pangs, through spiritual joy, or other cause. I argue, also, 
from the fact, that moral character is given to merely physical 
acts of men, because of the character of the volition prompting 
those acts. Now, I pray, did not the will of the Adoyog prompt 
all the acts of active and passive obedience performed by the 
human nature? Ifwhen my bones and muscles in my arm gc 
through identically the same functions, with the same stick, to 
beat a dangerous dog, and to beat my friend, one physical act 
has the spiritual character of lawfulness and the other physic- 
ally identical act has the spiritual character of sinfulness, 
because of the concern of my volition in them, why should it be 
thought a thing incredible, that the human sufferings of Christ 
should have a divine character, when prompted by the volition 
of the divine nature in His person? And is not the bodily pain 
of a man more important than that of a dog? It is enough, 
however, to show that the infinite dignity of Christ’s divine 
nature is, in Scripture, given as ground of the infinite value of 
that work.:/vSee Hebsix ni 13 yaa howd o4y johny die 
“ysPet, 4:18,1195. Ps. xla 6} Bebra gestae 

4. The old doctrine of the Reformed Churches asserted 
not only the actual sinlessness, which none but violent infidels 
impugn, but the impeccability of our Redeemer.’ In recent 
days, some of whom better things should have been expected, 
deny the latter. They concede to the God-man the posse non 
peccare: but deny to Him, or at least to the humanity, the zon © 
posse peccare. Their plea is in substance, that a being must 
be peccable in order to experience temptation, to be merito- 
rious for resisting it, and to be an exemplar and encouragement 
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to us, who are tempted. Thus argue Ullman, Farrar, the author 
of “Ecce Deus,” Dr. Schaff, and even Dr. Hodge; while Dr. 
Dorner, in his ‘“ History of Protestant Theol.,” revives the 
Nestorian and Pelagian doctrine, of a meritorious growth or 
progress of Christ's humanity from peccability to impecca- 
bility, by virtue of the holy use of His initial contingency and 
selfdetermination of will. 

Now, none will say that the second Person, as eternal 
Word, was, or is peccable. It would seem then, that the trait 
can only be asserted of the humanity. But, Ist, It is the unan- 
imous testimony of the Apostles, as it is the creed of the 
Church, that the human nature never had its separate person- 
ality. It never existed, and never will exist for an instant, save 
in personal union with the Word. Hence, (a.) Since only a 
Person can sin, the question is irrelevant; and (b.) Since the 
humanity never was, in fact, alone, the question whether, if 
alone, it would not have been peccable, like Adam, is idle. 
Second: It isimpossible that the person constituted in union 
with the eternal and immutable Word, can sin; for this union is 
an absolute shield to the lower nature, against error. In the 
God-man “ dwells the fullness of the God-head bodily.” Col. 
1i:Q;S0.i1: 19. Third, this lower nature, upon its union with 
the Word, was imbued with the full influences of the Holy 
Primers Pserouy hi7sirieatahe xe: Sixt S11, ao-Laukeivwagi: 
and iv: 1; Jno. i: 32; iit: 34. Fourth, Christ seems to assert 
his own impeccability. Jno. xiv: 30. “Satan cometh and 
hath snothing in’ me?’ So. Paul); 2 Cor.v > 21, Christ “knew 
no sin; and in Heb. xiii: 8. “Jesus Christ is the same yes- 
terday, to-day and forever.” Jno. x: 36. ‘The Father hath 
sanctified and sent Him in the world.” Fifth: If this endow- 
ment of Christ’s person rose no higher than a posse non peccare, 
it seems obvious that there was a possibility of the failure of 
God’s whole counsel of redemption. For, as all agree, a sin- 
ning sacrifice and intercessor could redeem no one. There 
must have been then, at least a decretive necessity, that all his 
actions should be infallibly holy. 

The. pretext for imputing peccability to the Redeemer has 
been explained: it only remains to prove it groundless. He 
was certainly subjected to temptation, and was, in a sense, thus 
qualified to be a perfect example to and sympathizer with us, 
in our militant state. But this consists with his impeccability. 
These writers seem to think that if, in the hitherto sinless will 
of Jesus, there had been no contingency and self-determination 
when He came to be tempted, He could have had no actual 
realization of spiritual assaults, and no victory. Does not this 
amount to teaching that a rudiment at least of “concupiscence’’ 
in Him was necessary to this victory and merit. Then it would 
follow that we shall hold, with Pelagius, that concupiscence is 
not sin per se; for that cannot be sin per se, which is essential to 


472 SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


right action, under a given condition assigned the responsible 
agent by God’s own providence. 

In fact, the supposed stress of our opponents’ plea is dis- 
solved, when we make the obvious distinction between the act 
of intellection of the natural desirableness seen in an object, 
and a spontaneous appetency for it apprehended as unlawful. It 
is the latter which is the sin of concupiscence. The former is 
likely to take place in any intellect, simply as a function of in- 
telligence, just in proportion to the extent of its cognitive 
power, and is most certain to take place, as a simple function of 
intelligence, as to all possible objects, in the infinite mind of 
the holy.God! So far as intellectual conception goes, none | 
conceive so accurately as God, just how “the pleasures of sin 
which are but for a season,” appear to a fallible creature’s mind. 
To say that God feels the sin of “ concupiscence”’ would be 
blasphemy. This distinction shows us how animpeccable being 
may be tempted. While the human will of Jesus was rendered 
absolutely incapable of concupiscence by the indwelling of the 
Godhead and its own native endowment; He could doubtless | 
represent to Himself mentally precisely how a sinful object | 
affects both mind and heart of His imperfect people. Does not 
this fit Him to feel for and to succor them? And is His victory 
over temptation the less meritorious, because it is complete? 
Let me explain. We will suppose that the idea of a forbidden 
object is suggested (possibly by an evil spirit,) before the intel- 
lect of a Christian. One of two things may happen. By the 
force of indwelling sin the presence of that idea in conception 
may result in some conscious glow of appetency towards the 
object; but the sanctified conscience is watchful and strong 
enough to quench this heat before it flames up into a wrong 
volition. This perhaps is the usual case with Christians. And 
there, our opponents would exclaim, is the wholesome self-dis- 
cipline! There is the creditable and ennobling warfare against 
sin! Let us now suppose the other result; which, in the hap- 
pier hours of eminent saints, doubtless follows sometimes : that 
when the tempting idea is presented in suggestion, the con- 
science is so prompt, and holy desires so pre-occupy the mind, 
that the thought is ejected before it even strikes the first spark 
of concupiscence ; that the entire and immediate answer of the 
heart to it is negative. Is not this still more creditable than the 
former case? Surely! If we approved the man in the former 
case because the state of his soul’s moral atmosphere was such, 
that the evil spark went out before it set fire to the stream of 
action; we should still more approve, in the latter case, where 
the atmosphere of the soul was such that the spark of evil was 
not lighted at all. Will any one say, that here, there was no 
temptation. This is as though one should say, there was no 
battle, because the victory was complete and the victor un- 
scathed. 
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Those who make this difficulty about Christ’s impeccability 
seem to discard another truth, which is a corner-stone of our 
system. This is the consistency of a real free agency with an 
entire certainty of the will. They argue that unless Jesus were 
free in his rejection of temptation, He would have wrought no 
moral victory. This is true. But they wish us to infer there- 
from, that because His will was free, it must have been mutable. 
This deduction would be consistent only ina Pelagian. Every 
Calvinist knows that a holy will may be perfectly free, and yet 
determined with absolute certainty, to the right. Such is God’s 
will. “He cannot lie.” Yet He speaks truth freely.. The sin- 
ner presents the counterpart case, when “his eyes are full of 
adultery, and he cannot cease from sin.” Yet is this sinner free 
in continuing his course of sin and rejecting the monitions of 
duty. This case sufficiently explains, by contrast, the impec- 
cability of Jesus. He has every natural faculty which, in 
Adam’s case, was abused to the perpetration of his first sin. 
But they were infallibly regulated by, what Adam had not, a 
certain, yet most free, determination of His dispositions to holi- 
ness alone. It is useless to argue, whether Jesus could have 
sinnedif Hehadchosen. It was infallibly certain that He would 
not choose to sin. This was the impeccability we hold. 

The question, whether Christ performs the functions of 

. Mediator in both natures is fundamental. 
5. Does Christ medi- R . abs 

seat oth! Nanred? omanists limit them to the human nature, 
in order to make more plausible room for 
human mediators. They plead such passages as Phil. ii: 7, 8 ; 
1 Tim. ii: 5, and the dialectical argument, that the divinity 
being the offended party, it is absurd to conceive of it as medi- 

ating between the offender and itself. 

Now, it must be distinguished, that ever since the incar- 
nation, the Zogos may perform functions of incommunicable 
divinity, inalienable to Him as immutable; such as sitting.on 
the throne of the universe and possessing incommunicable 
attributes; in which the humanity can no more have part than 
in that creative work, which Christ performed before His incar- 
nation. So, likewise, the humanity performed functions, in 
which it is not necessary to suppose the Logos had any other 
concern than a general providential one; such as eating, sleep- 
ing, drinking. But these were not a part of the Mediatorship. 
We assert that, in all the Mediatorial acts proper, both natures 
To xpecwnoy UsavPnwaov act concurrently, according to their 
peculiar properties. This we prove, Ist, by the fact, that in 
Christ’s priestly work, the divine nature operated and still ope- 
rates, as well as the human. See 1:‘Cor. ii: 8; Heb. ix: 14; 
John x: 18. Even in this work of suffering and dying, see how 
essential the ‘concurrent actions of the divine nature were! 
Else, there would have been none of the autocracy as to His 
own life, necessary for His vicarious work; nor would there 
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have been strength to bear an infinite penalty in one day. Only 
the Omniscient can intercede for all. Hence, we argue a /forti- 
ort, that if His divinity concurred in His priestly work, the part 
usually supposed most irrelevant to deity, much more does it 
concur in His prophetic and kingly. See Matt. xi: 27, xxviii : 
18. 2d. If Christ does not perform His Mediatorial work in 
His divine nature as well as His human, He could not have 
been in any sense the Mediator of Old Testament saints ; 
because their redemption was completed before He was incar- 
nate. Did Romanists attend to the fact, that it is the very 
design and result of the Covenant of Grace, that the persons of 
the Trinity should act “ economically,” in their several offices of 
redemption, they would not have raised the inconsistent objec- 
tion about the Godhead’s propitiating the Godhead. The Son, 
having become man’s Surety, now acts economically and offi- 
cially for him, in his stead propitiating the Father, who officially 
represents the majesty of the offended Trinity. Besides, unless 
the Romanists will assert not only two wills, but these two in 
opposition, in the Mediatorial person, the divine will of God the 
Son must, on their scheme, have concerned itself with patie 
ating God; the same difficulty |! ! 

One remark applies to all His mediatorial hincieeine also ; 
that the will of both natures concurred in them. 

The demands of Christ’s mediatorial work required that 
Christ should be proper and very man. Man- 
kind had fallen, and was conscience-struck, 
hostile, and fearful towards God. Hence it 
was desirable that the Daysman should appear in his nature as 
his brother in order to encourage confidence, to allure to a 


Why must the Medi- 
ator be Man? 


familiar approach, and quiet guilty fears. To such a being as © 


sinful man, personal intercourse with God would have been 
intolerably dreadful; (Gen. iti >8; Ex. xx: 19,) and even an 
angel would have appeared too terrible to his fears. 

Again. The Bible assures us that one object gained by 
the incarnation of Christ, was fuller assurance of His sympathy, 
by His experimental acquaintance with all the woes of our 
fallen condition. (Heb. ii: 17, 18; iv: 15 tov: 2.) The experi- 
ence of every Christian under trial of affliction, testifies to the 
strength of this reasoning by the consolation which Christ’s true 
humanity gives Him. It is very true that the Son, as omnis- 
cient God, can and does figure to Himself conceptions of all 
possible human trials, just as accurate as experience itself; but 


His having experienced them in human nature enables our weak . 


faith to grasp the consolation better. 

Another purpose of God, in clothing our Redeemer with 
human nature, was to leave us a perfect human example. The 
importance and efficacy of teaching by example, need not be 
unfolded: heres (Seer Pet. iicoatigabtebi sci’: t2, ieee) 

In the fourth place, Christ’s incarnation was necessary, in 


a 
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order to establish a proper basis for that legal union between 
Him and His elect, which should make Him bearer of their 
imputed guilt, and them partakers of His imputed righteous- 
ness and of His exaltation. (See I Cor. xv: 21.) It was nec- 
essary that man’s sin should be punished in the nature of man, 
in order to render the substitution more natural and proper. 
(Rom. viii: 3.) Had the deity been united with some angelic, 
or other creature, the imputation of man’s sin to that Person, 
and its punishment in that.foreign nature would have appeared 
less reasonable. (See Heb. i1:14-16.) So, likewise, the obedi- 
ence rendered in another nature than man’s, would not have 
been so reasunable a ground for raising man’s race to a share in 
the Mediator’s blessedness. 

And this leads us to add, last, that a created nature was 
absolutely essential to the Mediator’s two works, of obeying in 
man’s stead, and suffering for his guilt. For the obedience, no 
other nature would have been so appropriate as man’s. And 
none but a creature could come under law, assume a subject 
position, and work. out an active righteousness. God is above 
law, being Himself the great law-giver. For the other vicari- 
ous work, suffering a penalty, not only a created, but a corporeal 
nature is necessary. Angels cannot feel bodily death, and 
brutes could not experience spiritual; but both are parts of the 
penalty of sin. The divine nature is impassible, and unchange- 
apes dts, blessedness:./Flence, Heb. x: 5 ; ix :22, &e. 

It is of the highest importance to prove that the media- 
torial offices could not be performed without 
the ~nunewnaturep(oee, Is) xly 5225.) ler, 
Xvii:5-7, xxiii:6.) Because this is one of 
the most overwhelming arguments against Arians and Socini- 
ans. We assert that a purpose to save elect men by a media- 
torial plan, being supposed in God, the very necessities of the 
case required that this mediator should be very and proper God. 
- But as this was substantially argued in Lect. xviii, when proving 
the divinity of the Holy Ghost and the Son, the student is 
referred to that place. 

But the sixth question of our Syllabus raises a point in 

étg Ganar@ prophet: this direction, which requires fuller explana- 
ic work essential, or, tion. The scope of the Socinian system is to 
as Socinians say, only find a common religion, including the fewest 
useful ? : r 

possible essential elements. Hence, they 
like to represent, that virtuous Pagans may belong to this com- 
mon religion, holding the doctrines of Natural Theology. The 
consequence is, that the Socinians, while speaking many hand- 
some things of Jesus Christ as a messenger from God, still con- 
cur with other Deists and infidels, in depreciating the necessity 
of Revelation. They say that the Scriptures are yaluable, but 
not essential. We are thus led again to the old question of the 
necessity of revelation. 


Why the Mediator 
must be God. 
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Let us not assert this on the usua] partial grounds. The 
case is too often put by our friends as though 
the fall alone necessitated a revelation; the 
effects of sin in blinding the mind and con- 
science are too exclusively mentioned. Thus, there is an im- 
plied admission that a revelation is, in man’s case, an exceptional 
expedient, caused by the failure of God’s general plan. Thus, 
the objection is suggested, which Socinians and other enemies 
of inspiration have not failed to put in form; and which many 
of us are inclined perhaps to feel, as though the idea of a reve- 
lation were unnatural, and hence not probable. The cavil is, 
that the analogy of all creation discloses this plan: Our wise 
and good God, in creating each order of sentient beings, sur- 
rounded them with all the appointed conditions for their well- 
being, by the established course of nature. Having made 
fishes for the water, He made water for the fishes; the grass is 
for oxen, and the oxen for grass; the birds for the air, and the 
air for the birds. Every order, by living within the natural 
conditions provided for it, secures its appropriate end. But 
according to the orthodox, man, the noblest, the rational crea- 
ture, cannot fulfil the ends of his being, immortal blessedness, 
by his natural means. A supernatural expedient must be found, 
against the general analogy; or else man’s existence is a fright- 
ful failure. This, they urge, is unnatural, discreditable to God, 
and improbable. 

Now I meet it by asserting that, to make a rational crea- 
ture dependent on a revelation of God for 
His spiritual welfare, is not unnatural, or 
extraordinary: but is, for all spiritual crea- 
tures, the universal and strictly natural condition. It does not 
arise out of man’s sin only; the truth holds as well of angels, 
and all other rational creatures, if there are others. We must 
remember that none originally had God in their debt, to assure 
their holiness and bliss; but were: naturally under this relation, 
bound to obey Him perpetually; free from evil as long as they 
did so; but subject to His wrath whenever they sinned. Now 
holy creatures were not infallible, nor omniscient. Their wills 
were right and free, but not indefectible. Bound to an unend- 
ing career of perfect obedience, they would have been to all 
eternity liable to mistake, and sin and death. Now, when a 
finite wisdom and rectitude are matched against an infinite 
series of duties to be done, of choices to be made, each natur- 
ally implying some possibility of a wrong choice, that possi- 
bility finally mounts up from a probability to a moral certainty, 
that all would some day fail. How, then, could an angel, or 
holy Adam, inherit immutable blessedness. forever? Only by 
drawing direct guidance from the infallible, infinite Mind. 
Thus we see that the enjoyment of its appropriate revelation 
by each order, is the necessary condition of its well-being; a 


Partial grounds of 
argument corrected. 


Revelation necessary 
to Holy Creatures. 
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condition as aatural, original, and universal as its own moral 
nature and obligations. If Gabriel had not his revelation he 
would not be an‘elect angel.’ Do I meana written document? 
Do I speak of parchment and ink? No; but of that which is 
the essence of a Revelation, a direct communication from the 
infinite Mind, to instruct the finite. 

Thus we may, if we choose, admit the analogy which the 


. Socinian claims, and find it wholly against 
Revelatiou not An- 


Bs him. Our Bible is not an exceptional provi- 
dence; it is in strict accordance with God’s 
method towards all reasonable creatures. If our race had 


none, this would be the fatal anomaly against us. 


LECTURE XL. 
THE MEDIATOR.—Continued. 


SYLLABUS. 
7. Is there any other mediator between God and man, than Jesus Christ? 
(Against Papists). 
For Popish view, see Council of Trent. Session xxv. Cat. Rom. pt. iii, ch. 2, 
Qu. 4-7, pt. iv, ch.6. Bellarmine’s Controversies. Dens’ Theol. Daniel’s 
Thesaurus Hymn, Vol. 1, p. 241, Vol. 2, p. 133. AZissale Romanum passim. 


Turrettin Loc. xiv, Qu. 4. Ridgley Qu. 36. Essay (15th) on Romanism, 
Presb. Bd. Dick Lect. 59. 

8. How was Christ inducted into His office ? 
Dick, Lect. 54. Turrettin, Loc. xiv, Qu. 6, and Loc. xiii, Qu. 12. Ridgley, 
On 4t, 42: 

9. How many offices does Christ fulfil as Mediator ; and why these ? 
Turrettin, Loc. xiv, Qu. 5. Dick, Lect. 54. Calv. Inst. bk. ii, ch. 15. Ridg- 
ley, Qu. 43. Conf. of Faith, ch. 8. 

to. Prove that Christ is Prophet. Under how many Periods and Modes did He 

fulfil this office ? 

Turrettin, Loc. xiv, Qu. 7. Dick, Lect. 54, 55. -Ridgley, Qu. 43. 


"THE Apostle Paul teaches us, (1 Tim. 11: 5,) that as there 
is but one God, there is only “one mediator between God 

7. Christ only Medi: and man, the man Christ Jesus.” Rome seeks 
ator. Rome’s Argu- to evade this and similar testimonies, by speak- 
mentigr Conttary: ing of a primary and a secondary mediation, 
reserving the first exclusively to Christ. The activity of angels 
and dead saints as secondary mediators, Rome argues, first, 
from the benevolence and affection of these pure spirits. This 
kindness we daily experience at the hands of the saints while 
alive; and the Saviour (Luke xv: 7,) seems to ascribe similar 
feelings to the angels. The Church believes that the dead 
saints retain a local interest in the places and people which they 
loved while living; and she thinks that Dan. x : 13, teaches the 
angels, as ministers of God’s providence, have their districts, 
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and even their individuals, (Matt. xviii: 10,) whom they serve 
and watch. Second. Rome urges that numerous cases exist 
in which the mediatorial intervention of one saint for another 
occurs, in the Bible. Of this the most obvious instance is the 
requesting of the brethren’s prayers (e. g., 1 Thess. v: 25; 2d 
Thess. iii: I,) and this case alone, Rome thinks, would be 
enough to rebut the Protestant objections that such interces- 
sion interferes with the mediatorial honours of Christ. But, 
say they, there are numerous instances of more definite inter- 
vention, where the merit of a saint availed for other men ex- 
pressly; or where, (better still,) the pardon of men was 
suspended on the efforts of some eminently meritorious saint in 
their-behalf. .: (See Gen... xx 75 xvi 55M) Kh oat ecie oe 
passim; Job. xlii: 8; Luke vii: 3-6. And they assert the 
actual intercession of angelsin heaven is taught. (Gen. xlviii: 
16; RG, Wr3 8; ON Vil. 3) 

Rome argues also, reciprocally, that the worship of saints 
and angels implies their mediation; because the only thing for 
which we can petition them, consistently with theism, is their 
intercession. Hence all the rational and scriptural arguments 
in favor of saint-worship, are by inference, arguments in favor of 
their mediation. See, then, such considerations and such texts 
as these: God commands an appropriate reverence of teachers, 
magistrates, parents, kings. Can we believe that He intends no 
proportionable honor of these more beneficent and majestic 
beings? Can it be wrong to ask their aid with Christ, when we 
should esteem it pious to ask the aid of Christian friends on 
earth? Surely these glorified creatures have not become less 
benevolent toward us, or less acceptable to Christ, by reaching 
heaven. Then see scriptural instances (Gen. xviii: 2-23; xix: 
We XK Oe ose 4, 

The closing argument of Rome is from tradition, and the 
Apocrypha. 

One valid reply, though the least one, is, that all such appeals 
to the mediation of the saints or angels in 
heaven, are superstitions. As to dead saints, 
the Scripture representation is, that they are effectually severed 
from all earthly relations, and are done with all earthly interests. 
Rev. xiv3:13:. They “rest, from thew labors. 7 el Lio. viene ee 
_ we brought nothing into this world, and it is certain we can. 
carry nothing out.” Isa. lvii: 2. ‘“ He shall enter into peace; 
they shall rest in their beds.” Eccles. ix: 6. ‘‘ Neither have 
they any more a portion forever in anything that is done under 
the sun.” Job. ili: 17. “There the weary,be at rest.” ximchor: 
“His sons come to honour, and he knoweth it not; and they 
are brought low, but he perceiveth it not of them.” The sim- 
ple idea of asking a share in the prayers of dead friends, if it 
were all of the Romish doctrine, would be thus shown to be 
only foolish and superstitious; for since we know we have no 


Replies. 
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access to them, our words are thrown away. It may be urged, 
that though this be true as to the dead saints, it may not hold 
as to the angels, who do have intercourse with earth, as they 
are “sent forth to minister to them who shall be heirs of salva- 
tion.” Our answer is, that the Scriptures only teach an inter- 
course on one side; they may know some of our acts and 
needs; we know nothing of their nearness or absence. So that, 
as to the angels likewise, this attempted intercourse is wholly 
unwarranted by Scripture, and therefore superstitious. But: 

Second, in our ignorance of their nearness or absence, we 
can never know that they hear our plea for their inter- 
cession, without imputing to them divine attributes. This fact 
was briefly stated in our 31st Lecture. Thus the doctrine of 
their intercession is idolatrous in its tendencies, and a robbery 
of God. Especially is this true of the more popular gods and 
goddesses of the Romish pantheon, the Virgin, Peter, Gabriel; 
to whom Romanists the world over are generally praying. They 
must have omnipresence to be with their votaries in vari- 
ous lands at the same time; omniscience, to discriminate, 
understand and judge wisely of their varied requests; omnipo- 
tence, to bear the burden of care laid upon them; infinite benevo- 
lence, to make them willing to bear so much care and take so 
much trouble for others; and immutability, to be a secure reli- 
ance for the wants of a priceless soul. The poor subterfuge of 
the hypothesis of the saints’ beholding all earthly affairs 22 speculo 
Trinitatis, has been exposed; it only pretends to meet one of 
the points we have here made. 

Third. Were the design of papists merely to seek a com- 
munion in the prayers of dead saints and angels, it would only 
be superstitious and idolatrous. But this does not at all sat- 
isfy them. The essential peculiarity of their doctrine is, that 
the mediatory access of these holy creatures is founded on 
their merits with God. This their divines expressly teach; and 
the hymns to which we cited the student, expressly assert this 
element of doctrine. But it is expressly injurious to Christ, 
utterly false, and indeed impious. No one who comprehended 
the rudiments of either the Covenant of Works, or of that of 
Grace, would ever dream of making the supererogatory merit of 
an unfallen, much less of a fallen creature, a basis for an 
imputed righteousness. In that sense the creature cannot 
merit. Take the case of Abraham, Gen. xx: 7. The Romish 
argument is ruined by the fact that Abraham was himself “ jus- 
tified by faith.” If he was himself a sinner, accepted in the 
righteousness of another, how could he have supererogatory 
merit to spare fora fellow-sinner? Job is mentioned, xliu: 8, 
as sacrificing for his erring friends; Because he was righteous. 
But see the 6th verse, where Job avows his utter sinfulness. 
Surely, then he was not righteous in sucha sense as to bea 
meritorious mediator. Job was directed to sacrifice for his 
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friends. What? Himself? No; but bullocks and rams, 
tpyical of the “Lamb of, God that taketh away the sin of the 
world.” This tells the whole story: that his intervention was 
ministerial, and not mediatorial. As to King David, 1 Kings xi: 
12, compare David’s own language, Ps. xxxii: I, 2. It is God’s 
regard for His own gracious covenant with David, and His own 
fidelity, which leads Him to favour Solomon. — David himself, 
although comparatively a faithful ruler, was indebted to God’s 
mercy both in his personal and official capacities, for escaping 
condemnation. If Christ made full expiation for our sins, how 
can other intercessors be intruded without an insult to the suf- 
ficiency of His sacrifice and intercession? Is the plea this: 
that He intercedes with the Father; while the lower mediators 
intercede with Him? I reply: Why may we not directly 
obey His gracious command: “Come unto Me, all ye that 
labour?” Does the same argument which persuades us to go 
to the Virgin to ask her Son to ask His Father to save us, also 
require us to seek another intermediary between us and 
Mary? Ifthe Papist says “yes,” to this question, then by the 
same argument we shall need still a second intermediary 
between us and the one who is to commend us to Mary; and 
we have a ridiculous regressus, which may be endless; we have 
to go all around the world, in order to reach Christ. But ifa 
negative answer be given, then the Papist must answer this 
question: Why does Mary need an intermediary between us. 
and her, less than Jesus does? This implies that she is more 
benevolent and placable than Christ! ‘But greater love hath 
no man than this that he lay down his life for his friends.” __ 
The student should know, that this theory of creature- 
mediation is not only condemned by the utter silence of the 
word and the express and implied assertion of truths incom- 
patible with it: but that it has been articulately examined and 
rejected in the Scriptures. That inspired refutation, as it is 
seen in the Epistle to the Colossians, furnishes us the best pos- 
sible argument. It is substantially our third argument. The 
Judaizing Gnostics were infesting the Colossian church with this 
very theory: that the saving work of Christ must be supple- 
mented by the intercession of some super-angelic beings; (See 
Ch. ii: 18,) and by the practice of asceticism. (ii; 21). The 
first of these innovations the Apostle meets, with admirable 
sagacity, by laying down a few indisputable, gospel-statements. 
Christ, the eternal Son of God, hath already made for us a 
sacrifice in His blood,so complete as to secure to believers a 
full justification and an actual translation into God’s family, (i: 
13, 15, 22). This our Priest is the Image of God, eternal, the 
creator and actual ruler of all creatures, including these very 
thrones and dominions proposed as*angelic intercessors, (verse 
16, 17,) so that instead of their guiding Him, He governs them: 
and they themselves derive their heavenly adoption (not indeed 
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from His sacrifice,) but from His ministerial providence, (verse 
20). This Divine Christ is also human, (ii : 3-10,) so that He is 
as nearakin to us as any advocate can be: just as truly our 
kinsman, as near by blood, as approachable, as tender, as it is 
possible for Peter or Paul, or Mary to be. Whatever love and 
beneficence these have, they received from Him. Thus He has 
in Himself all possible qualifications for the intercessory work ; 
all the higher (verses 3 and 9g,) and all the softer and gentler. 
Hence, (verse 10,) the believer is ‘“‘completein Him.” Christ so 
completely satisfies the demands of an intercessory work, that 
no room is left for any other intercessor; even as His righteous- 


ness so satisfies the claims of law, that there is no room for any 


ritual or ascetic righteousness to procure fulleradoption. This, 
in a word, is the Apostle’s argument. That Christ’s priestly 
work is such, it is not possible that any other intercessory 
ageneyecan "be needed, or’ be’: addéd. The ‘plea, that the 
Apostle discards the intercession of the Gnostic wons, because 
they are imaginary beings, is of no avail; because his argu- 
ment is evidently construed designedly, (see Ch. i: 16,) so as to 
hold, equally, whether the creatures invoked might be real, or 
not. In conclusion of this head, it should be noted, that the 
vital point in the popish theory is, that these creature-mediators 
have an imputable merit of their own, to plead for us. Hence 
the cases they cite, where Christians ask an interest in each 
others’ prayers, are wholly inapplicable, and their citation is 
indeed, uncandid. 
The question of angelic mediation may be easily disposed of. 
The only instances in which an angel is wor- 
reer oyrsnyes Angel shipped, are those of the worship of the Angel 
of the Covenant, the eternal Word. Let the 
student examine all the cases of angel-worshp claimed by the 
Romanists, and he will find that each one is a worship of that 
Divine Person. We are referred to Rev. v: 8, and viii: 3, for 
instances of angelic mediation. In the first, the odours pre- 
sented by the four living creatures, and the four and twenty 
elders, are their own. They both, beyond doubt, symbolize the 
ransomed Church : (see verse 9,) and the prayers they present 


are simply their own. In Rev. viii ; 3, we assert that the great 


Angel, who takes the golden censer, and offers the incense, is 
Christ; the Angel of the Covenant again. It is objected that 
the Redeemer has already appeared in the scene, as “the 
Lamb in the midst of the throne.” This is no valid objection 
to our exposition. The natures and functions of Christ are so 
glorious and full, that one symbol fails to exhaust them. Hence 
the multiplication of symbols for the same Divine Figure, even 
in the same scene, is not unusual in the prophets. The symbol 
of the Lamb represents Christ’s humanity, the victim of justice, 
while that of the Angel conveys to us Christ the prophet, and 
intercessor, and king; a priest upon histhrone. There is, then, 
Sale 
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no exegetical difficulty in receiving this angel as a symbol of 
Christ; and the coherency of this view, with the whole passage, 
and the whole Scripture, every way recommends it. 

In conclusion, the powerful demonstration which the Scrip- 
ture gives us against creature worship, is the strongest proof 
against creature mediation ; for if they mediated, they must be 
worshipped. 

The Scripture testimony must hold the fifth, and crowning 
place. We have heard the Apostle assert, (1 Tim. ii: 5,) that 
as there is one God, there is one Mediator, between God and 
men; and that this is the Being who gave himself a ransom for 
all. As the words, “one God,’ doubtless express the exclusive 
unity of God, so we are bound to construe the connterpart 
words, “one Mediator,” in the same way. And it is implied | 
that He who mediates must have given the adequate ransom, 
on which to found His plea. So, our Saviour declares, (Jno. xiv : 
6,) “No man cometh to the Father but by me,” and Peter, 
(Acts iv: 12,) “There is none other name under heaven, given 
among men, whereby ye must be saved.” So, the words of 
Christ, (Jno. vi: 37,) “Him that cometh to me, I will in no 
wise cast out,” at least prove that any other intercessor is super- 
fluous. Itis said, that affirmations do not prove the counter- 
part negative. But when we find the Scriptures full of such 
passages-as Rom, vili': 345 Heb. vill: 25.51. Jno. jie 162; 
which all assert with emphasis that the Lord Jesus Christ is our 
Mediator; and that there is an absolute silence throughout the 
Bible as to any other, even this proof is complete. 

Feeble efforts are made to break the force of this testi- 
mony. To show that saints do make imputable merit for their 
brethren, Papists point us to Col. i: 24, where Paul claims that 
“he is filling up that which is behind of the sufferings of Christ, 
for his body’s sake, which is the church.” We reply that this 
construction makes the Apostle here teach precisely what he 
repudiates in 1 Cor. i: 13, ‘““Was Paul crucified for you?” The 
scope of his argument requires us to construe this question: 
Was Paula propitiation for you? Has Christ any rival to di- 
vide his credit or claim as the sole propitiation? No. Paul was 
afterwads beheaded and Peter crucified. Shall we give so pre- 
posterous a sense to the argument that the opponent could, 
after these events, meet the apostolic negative with a flippant 
‘Yes’ and say: “ Yes, both Paul and Peter have died for the 
Church, and so, Christ is now divided, and the threefold faction 
is legitimate.’ It is only the ministerial and exemplary features 
of Christ’s sufferings, in which the Apostle claims a share in 
Colossians. In that sense, every true labourer and martyr is 
still furthering the work which Christ began. But His suffer- 
ings alone could be vicarious. 

The attempt is made to escape the force of the places 
which assert the oneness of Christ’s intercession, by saying that 
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He is the only Mediator of Redemption; saints and angels are 
Mediators of Intercession. .On this subterfuge I remark: (a) 
t Tim. ii: 5, asserts the singleness of Christ’s intercessory work 
first, and at least as pointedly as of His ransoming work. (b) 
Since interceSsion is grounded only in redemption by satisfac- 
tion, the two kinds of mediators must be one. (c) Romanists 
themselves undermine their. own distinction by impiously 
ascribing to their creature-intercessors an imputable merit as 
the necessary ground of their influence with Christ. 

The consequences of this doctrinal error give us the strong- 
est practical argument against it. It has been the means of 
thrusting Christ aside, out of the thoughts and affections of Pap- 
ists, until Mary and the saints attract a larger share of wor- 
ship than the Son of God. As the idea of creature-Mediators 
is virtually pagan, it has thrown an almost pagan aspect over 
the Romish countries. 

The words Messiah, Christ, mean “Anointed,” in allusion 

_,  ..,: to the spiritual unction bestowed on Christ. 
a ela Anointing. This was appropriate to all His offices; wit- 
ness the anointing of Aaron, Saul, David, 
Solomon, Elisha. The thing typified by the oil, was spiritual 
endowment; and this was bestowed without measure on Christ. 
Goer t sete ls RT oes his es? bets Pee Mate, aE T6 
Jno, ili: 34; Acts x: 38, &c.) The seasons of this anointing 
were, not a journey into heaven during the forty days’ tempta- 
tion—a notion unknown to Scripture, and moreover refuted by 
Luke ii : 46, 47,—but His birth and baptism especially. The 
immediate seat of these spiritual influences was His humanity. 
His divinity was already infinite, perfect and immutable. He is 
Himself a source of the Holy Ghost, asGod. The consequence 
was, to make Him, not infinite as to His humanity, nor incapa- 
ple of progress, but perfectly holy, and wise, pure, zealous, 
faithful, &c., above all others. All forms of grace appropriate 
to a perfect man acted in Him, in such manners as were suit- 
able to His Person. 
That Christ fulfils, as Mediator, the three offices of 
45) Prophet, Priest and King, is proved by this 
Thon rw argument. We find these three offices pred- 
icated of Himin Scripture in a specific and 
pointed manner, while all other terms of function or service 
applied to Him as “ Servant,” “Elect,” “ Messenger,” &c., are 
rather to be regarded as general appellatives. For the pro- 
pnetie Onicersee Heber: be isos! 2 xh 21; 2, lxi.. 1; Deut. 
XViii 2°15, with Acts iit: 22~+26; Is. xlix: 6; ‘John iv: 25. For 
the priestly, see Ps. cx: 4; Heb. viii: 1, &c., passim, 1 John 
oie King year | OS STs? doen 7 Ps rex 2 a! Zech, vi’: 
12-14, &c., 1 Cor. i: 30, displays all-three offices. 

That the offices of Christ are these three, we. prove again 

by showing in detail, that all His mediatorial works can be 
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referred to one or more of these three classes. All is either 
instructing, or atoning, or interceding, or conquering and ruling 
or several of them together. The necessity for these offices, 
(which we show) also proves it. Man lay under three evils— 
ignorance, guilt, rebellion. And redemption consists of three 
parts—announcing; purchasing and applying salvation. 

The proof has already been presented, that Christ per- 
forms the office of a Prophet. | 

The Prophet is God’s Spokesman, WIJ either to enforce, 


es _ revealor predict. Christ, in the highest sense, 
Wok. ae iieseeee did all. For. definition of His prophetic 
work, see Cat., Que. 24: The work of our . 
Savior had three different stages. 1st, from the fall to His bap- 
tism by John; 2d, during His personal ministry until His ascen- 
sion; 3d, thence to the final consummation. During all these 
stages, He has carried on His prophetic work, by these agencies 
common to the three: His Revelation given to us by the hand 
of Prophets and Apostles: His Spirit applying that revelation, 
and giving understanding and love; His providence, directing 
our conduct and the events happening us, including a constant, 
universal and particular control of our mental laws and states, 
as well as physical. (This trenches on His kingly powers). 
But, during the first stage, Christ acted as Prophet, in addition, 
by His theophanies, for which see Hengstenberg’s Christol, vol. 
i, pp. 164-170, and His Prophets, see 1 Pet. 1: 10,11. _ 

During the second stage, Christ literally fulfilled the work 
of a Prophet in His own person, by inculcating truths known, 
revealing truths, and predicting future events. During the last 
stage, He gave His Holy Ghost to Apostles and Evangelists, 
thus enduing their teachings with His own authority. See John 
XVi 312-15; Acts 8) xv-s 28.3) 24503 sbhess pats . 

Dick contrasts Christ’s prophetic work with that of all 
other Prophets, in its fullness, its perspicuity, 
(arising from His fuller endowments and 
knowledge, as well as from a clearer dispen- 
sation), its giving realities instead of types, its authority, arising 
from His divinity, and its efficacy, arising from His divine power 
to send forth spiritual influences along with His word. But 
when we say Christ was. fuller as a revealer, let us not fall into 
the Socinian’s error, who, to make a nodus vindice dignus, while 
they deny Christ's vicarious work, teach: that Christ not only 
developed, but made substantial additions to, and alterations in, 
the Old Testament. A perfect and holy God could not reveal 
a faulty code. See also Matt. v: 17; Mark xii: 31; Rom. xiii: 

. And if the pretended cases of alteration be examined, they 
will be found supported by the teachings of the Old Testament... 


Wherein Superior to 
Human Prophets. 


LECTURE XII. 


SYLLABUS. 


11. Prove that Christ is truly a Priest. What the several Parts of a Priest’s 
Functions ? What the Peeuliarities of Christ’s priesthood ? 
Turrettin, Loc. xiv, Qu. 8,9. Dick, Lect. 56. Anselm, Cur Deus Homo, 
pt.i, ch. 12, and 13. Ridgley, Qu. 44, 31, 2. ‘‘The Atonement,” by Rev. 
Hugh Martin, ch. 3. Hodge’s Theo., vol. i, pt. iii, ch. 6. 
12. Prove against Socinians, &c., the Necessity of Satisfaction, in order to Remis- 
sion of Sin. 
Turrettin, Loc. xiv, Qu. 10, with Loc. iii, Qu. 19. Thornwell, Vol. ii, Art. 5. 
Dick, Lect. 56. Hill, bk. iv, ch. 3, 31. Hodge’s Theo., pt. ii ( Vol. ii), ch. 
7. Ridgley, Qu. 44, 3? 3. ‘‘ Magee on Atonement.’’ A. A. Hodge on Atone- 
ment, chs. 5,6. Watson’s Theo. Inst. ch. 19, bk. ii, ch. 8. 


"THE proof that Christ is a true and real Priest, would begin 
with texts such as Ps.cx:4; Heb. v: 5; vii: 1, ef pas- 

sim. Were there no Socinian evasion, these 

pics, Chnst the Tue would end the debate. But their plea is that 
Peter (Epistle 1, Ch. ii: 9), and John(Rev.i: 6, 

call Christians generally Priests. But since the name is thus 
applied to persons who only render to God the oblation of their 
thankful service and devotion, its application to Christ does not 
prove any more. Hence, they assert, it is vain for Calvinists to 
quote texts which call Christ a Priest,as proof that he was prop- 
“erly so, in the strict sense of the Hebrew iD or Greek “/epeus 


And they attempt to further their evasion by saying that Christ 
is a Priest only in heaven, where He performs the intercessory 
function. If they can gain assent to this, since there is no suf- 
fering in heaven, they effectually exclude Christ’s proper sacri- 
fice and expiatory work. To meet these cunning subterfuges 
then, we must proceed farther, and show that Christ is called 
Priest in wholly another sense from believers, and that He liter- 
. ally performs the two peculiar functions of that office—sacrifice 
and intercession. 

This argument leads us to anticipate the evidences by 
which Christ’s sufferings are shown to be truly vicarious. The 
points will therefore be briefly stated here. In Heb. v: 1, we 
have an exact definition of a priest, as a person “‘ordained for 
men, from among whom he is taken, in things pertaining to 
God, that He may offer both gifts and sacrifices for sins.” 
Such, we may add, is precisely the meaning attached to the 
word by all men, including pagans. The priestly office is a 
' mediatorial one. Its necessity arises out of man’s sin and 
guilt, which exclude him from immediate access to a holy God. 
The priest is the intermediary who goes for him. Hence, he 
must have a sacrifice with which to expiate sin and propitiate 
God; and he must found his plea for his clients on this as the 
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ransom price. No Jew, Pagan, or Christian (not perverted by 
Socinian views) ever conceived of a priest as anything else 
than this. But it is far more conclusive to say, that the Epistle, 
after this definition of a priest, immediately asserts that Christ 
was made ourhigh priest. The subsequent chapters assert that 
He was formally and solemnly ordained to the office; that He 
acted for others, and not for Himself in that office; that He 
transacted for us with God; and that He offered a vicarious 
sacrifice. These traits are conclusive of His real priesthood. 
He was appointed priest (Heb. vii : 20) with peculiar emphasis. 
He made His soula sacrifice for sin by dying ; while Christians, 
when described as metaphorical priests, only make their ser- 
vices a thank-offering by living. See Rom. xii: 1. That the 
Christian’s oblation is only metaphorical, the apostle expresses — 
by a beautiful paradox; He is a “living sacrifice.” .But a 
sacrifice proper is a thing that dies! It is a very strong evi- 
dence that, while the official name, priest, was so familiar to 
Jews, it is never once applied to gospel-ministers in the New 
Testament.’ They are “teachers,” “ipresbyters,” ‘ministers? 
“angels of the Churches,” “ambassadors,” “servants,” but 
never ‘/spets! Finally, Christ is the antitype to a lohg line of 
typical. priests, See :itkebi | viii tig, 5 52a IE eee ee 
Levitical officers represented in type, the very idea of the 
priesthood proper, is demonstrated by every feature of their 
service. The animals they slew died vicariously. Every act 
was mediatorial, and their whole function began and was con- 
tinued with expiation. Now, by the rule that the body must 
be more substantial than the shadow which it casts before, 
Christ’s work, as antitype, must at least be as priestly as that 
of the prefiguring emblems. 

The peculiarities of Christ’s priesthood are: 1. The dig- , 
nity of His person. 2. The solemnity of His appointment, by 
an oath. 3. His combining royalty and priesthood like Mel- 
chisedec. 4. His having, like him, neither predecessor nor ' 
successor; because, 5. His oblation had such infinite value and 
complete efficacy, that, 6. It grounded at once an everlasting ~ 
and all prevalent intercession; and that, 7. Not only for one 
man, or race, but for all the Elect. | 

The argument for the necessity of an atonement proceeds 

12. Necessity of Sat- Chiefly on the question, whether distributive . 
isfaction argued from justice is an essential moral attribute of God; 
Ses Soe geek Nat ana or whether, as Socinians assert, there is noth- 
ing in His nature which renders it less natural and proper for ~ 
Him to remit guilt without satisfaction, than to create, or leave 
uncreated, a given thing. The Socinians, as we have seen, in 
order to evade the doctrine of a vicarious atonement, deny 
both the necessity of it, and the essential justice of God. 

Bear in mind, then, that in this whole argument we attrib- 
ute to God all the perfections which make Him an immutable 
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and infinite Being. We shall not pause to argue these against 
Socinians, but refer you to your previous course of theology. 

But the necessity which we assert for God’s punishing guilt 
is only moral. It is not a physical necessity 
like that which ensures that fire will burn, 
supposing the presence of fuel, and that 
water will wet, supposing its application. Here, then, falls the 
cavil of Socinus, that if retributive justice be made an essen- 
tial attribute of God, its exercise must be conceived of as inev- 
itable in every case, because of God’s immutability, (as we call 
it,) so that mercy in every case would be impossible. Divine 
immutability does not imply that God must ever act in modes 
mechanically identical; but that His acting must always be 
consistent with the same set of essential attributes. As cir- 
cumstances change, His very immutability requires a change 
of outward actings. Again; for God to effectuate a given 
part of His decrees of mercy, when, in time, the conditions of 
that execution are first in existence, is no change of purpose in 
Him. When God passes from wrath to reconciliation, as toa 
given sinner, it is no change in Him. The change is in the 
sinner. The same attributes which demanded wrath before, 
now demand peace; because the sinner’s guilt is gone. The 
proper view of God’s immutable perfections, therefore, leads us 
to conclude, that without an atonement they would render par- 
don of sin absolutely and universally impossible: but that, 
an atonement being provided, one offer no obstacle to par- 
don. 

Again, it is another perversion to carry the idea.of pecun- 
iary debt so far, in our conceptions of 
guilt, as to conceive of a vicarious atonement 
as legal tender. When a security comes for- 
ward, and offers to pay the whole debt of the poor insolvent in 
jail, with principal and interest, cost and charges, the creditor 
must accept this legal tender; if he does not, he cannot claim 
payment afterwards. And the insolvent demands his release as 
of right. Now, guilt is not a mere debt, in this sense. It isa 
personal obligation to penalty; because the responsibility 
violated was strictly personal; and strict justice would entitle 
the ruler to hold the guilty party to endure that penalty in him- 
self. Therefore, when the personal relation to law is waived by 
the ruler, and a substitute accepted, there is an act of grace, 
of mercy. This is the answer to the objection, that “if the 
necessity of the atonement be asserted, God the Father per- 
forms no act of grace, and deserves no thanks for letting the 
transgressor go free. He has exacted the last penny, and the 
release is a mere act of justice.’ To our Surety it is; but not 
tous. Besides, was there no grace in giving us the surety to 
pay for us? 

Socinians clamorously object, that we who teach the neces- 


The Necessity not 
Physical. 


Satisfaction does not 
Compel God. 
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sity of an atonement, strip God of those 
qualities which in all others would be most 
noble, generous and admirable; a willingness 
to overlook His own resentment, and magnanimously forgive 
without payment of the injury, where penitence was expressed. 
That we represent God as an odious and cruel being, who 
would rather see His erring creatures damned, no matter how 
penitent, than sacrifice His own pique; and who is determined 
to pour out His revenge somewhere, if not on the sinner, on 
his substitute, before He will be satisfied. These cavils are 
already answered by the above view. For a private man to act 
thus would be unamiable; he is-himself asinner. God has told 
him, “ Vengeance is Mine;” and the supreme rule of the man’s 
life is, that he shall do everything, forgiving injuries among the 
rest, for God’s pleasure and honour. But God is Himself the 
supreme End of all His doings, as well as Chief Magistrate of the 
Universe. Turrettin, Hill, &c., also appeal to other distinctions, 
to rebut these objections. Four things may be considered in a 
transgression, viewed as against a human ruler. The debt con- 
tracted thereby, the wrath or indignation excited, the moral 
defilement contracted by the transgressor in the eyes of the 
injured party, and the guilt, or obligation to legal penalty, 
incurred. _ Now, the plausibility of the Socinian cavil arises 
wholly from regarding the first three elements of sin, and stu- 
diously averting the eyes from the fourth. So far as the injury 
done me, as a magistrate, was a personal debt of wrong, 
humanity might prompt me,to release it without satisfaction 
rendered; for that element of debt being personal, I have a 
personal right to surrender it if I choose. So faras I have had 
a personal sense of indignation and resentment excited by the 
wrong, that also it might be generous and right in me to 
smother, without satisfaction, in compassion to the wrong doer. 
I conceive that a.certain element of moral defilement has come 
on him by his evil act, which constitutes a reason for punishing. 
If he amends that moral defilement by sincere penitence and 
reform, that obstacle to an unbought pardon is also removed. 
But it is far otherwise with the debt of guilt to law, of which I 
am the guardian. That is not a debt personal to me; and there- 
fore I, as lawgiver, may not remit it without satisfaction. If I 
_ do, [ violate my trust as guardian of the laws. Such is their 
arguing, and it is just. But it applies to God, as against sin-- 
ning creatures, far more than to human lawgivers.. And the 
Same reasonings which show that the human ruler ought to 
surmount the first, second, and third elements of offence in 
order to pardon, do not apply to God. The human lawgiver is 
but a man, and the transgressor is also a man, his brother, and 
nearly his equal in God’s eye. In the other case, the offended 
party is infinite, and the offender His puny, absolute property, 
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whom God may and ought to dispose of for the sovereign grat- 
ification of His own admirable and excellent perfections. 

We shall not say, as Hill incautiouly does in one place, 
that the fact that God is a Lawgiver is the 
first principle on which the doctrine of satis- 
faction rests; although we shall, in its proper 
place, assign it due importance. The importance of God’s 
jnstice being protected, does not arise only or chiefly from the 
fact that the order of His universal empire is concerned therein. 
God Himself, and not His creature’s well-being, is the proper 
ultimate end of His own actings, as well as of our deeds of 
piety ; a doctrine repugnant indeed to all Socinian and rational- 
istic views, but founded in reason and Scripture. If the perfec- 
tions and rights of God are such that it is proper all other 
beings should love and serve Him supremely, by what argu- 
ment can it be proved that He should not do so likewise? 
Again: He being before all things, and having all the motives 
and purposes for making all things from eternity, while as yet 
nothing was, must have found those motives only in Himself. 
He being the only Thing existent, there was no where else to 
find them. Third: If creatures ought to render the supreme 
homage of their powers and being to God, ought not He to 
Poceweiar SiiCorex 31.5 Last,.to,make-any «thing else the 
ultimate End of the universe, deposes God, and exalts that 
something to the true post of deity; to which God is made to 
play the part of an almighty convenience. Let human pride 
be pulled down. As for Scriptures, see Prov. xvi: 4; Is. Ixi: 
o  omorl ix Le .30. | 

God ought, therefore, to regard transgression, which out- 

Satisfying His own Tages His holy attributes and excites His 

Justice therefore His wrath, in avery different way from that proper 
See: for us creatures, sinners ourselves, when our 
fellow-sinners offend us. It may be very true that it is good, 
magnanimous, for one of us to forgive injury without satis- 
faction, and to extirpate our indignation for the sake of rescuing 
our fellow-creature from suffering the punishment; but the 
reasoning does not hold, when applied to the Supreme. The 
executing of His good pleasure, the illustration of His perfec- 
tions are, for Him, more. proper ends than the continued well- 
being of any or all sinful worlds, bestowed at the expense of 
His attributes. It is a more. proper and noble thing that God 
should please Himself in the acting out of His own infinitely 
holy and excellent attributes, than tnat He should please His 
whole creation by bestowing impunity on guilty creatures. And, 
therefore, not only do reasons which arise out of God's moral 
relations to His creatures as their Ruler, but yet more reasons 
arising directly out of His own supremacy and righteousness, 
require Him to punish guilt without fail. 


God’s Glory His owu 
properest End. 
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(a) The Scriptures ascribe to God holiness, righteousness, 
and justice, in a sense which shows them to 
we Justice, and be essential attributes. pee levi sy bss 
fxxxix : 94: v4 Gen, xvi Sara 
txxiv 7 Habis 13? Romi: 16+32'; arO—11 5 111 Oo pecer ae 
Some of these passages bring to view His just:tza universalts, 
or the general rectitude of His nature; and some His adminis- 
trative justice, as dealing with His moral creatures. Now, we 
argue from the former, that since God is immutable, and this 
perfection is essential, He will not, and by a moral necessity 
cannot, be affected by moral evil as He is by good. It is 
impossible that His feeling and will can confound the two, can 
fail to be opposed to sin, and favourable to rectitude. But God, 
while His will is governed by His own perfections, is absolutely 
free; so that no doubt His conduct will follow His will. God’s 
distributive justice we naturally conceive as prompting Him to 
give every one His due. As naturally as well being is the just 
equivalerit of obedience, just so naturally is suffering the equiva- 
lent of sin; and justice as much requires the punishment of 
sin, as the reward of merit. To fail in apportioning its desert 
to either, is real injustice. Now, does not God assert that His 
ways are equal? Shall not the like rule guide Him which He 
imposes on us? See, then, Prov. xvii: 15 ; Rom. ii : 6-11. 
Again God has pledged His Truth to the execution of penal 
sanctions. He has threatened. See Numbers xxiii: 19. The 
argument is enhanced by the repetitions, energy, and oaths, 
with which He has said and sworn, the wicked shall not enter 
into His rest.. Hence His essential attribute of truth is engaged 
to require satisfaction for guilt. 

(b) The argument from God’s moral perfections is confirmed by 
observing His administration towards man. 
In the first revelation made to man, that of 
paradise, justice was declared as clearly as 
grace. Was goodness displayed in the bounties to man, and 
was the adoption of life offered to Him on easy terms? Yet 
justice added the threat, “In the day thou eatest thereof, thou 
shalt surely die.” As soon as innocent man fell, and a religion 
for sinners was to be revealed, the foremost point of this creed 
was the necessity that sin must be punished, for the satisfaction 
-of divine justice, truth and holiness. The chief aim of God, 
in every institution of the Old Testament religion was obviously, 

as to make this prime truth stand out to the 

Perpetual Sacrifice De- : bs 
Sioned to Teach this. apprehension of sinners. What was the 

prominent addition made to the worship of 
paradise? Bloody sacrifice; and that, undoubtedly, ordained 
by God; as we have seen. And this remained the grand char- 
acteristic of the religion for sinners, until the “ Lamb of God” 
came to meet the great-demand of satisfaction.. Wherever the 
Patriarchs approached the throne of grace, there the altar must 


His Actual Govern- 
ment. 
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be. raised, from the day Abel worshipped before the gates of 
the lost Eden, until Christ rent the veil of the sanctuary. The 
orisons of faith and penitence must be accompanied with the 
streaming blood of the victim and the avenging fire of the aitar. 
Prayer could only rise to heaven, as the way was opened for it 
by the smoke of the sacrifice. God:was thus teaching all ages, 
this foundation-truth of the theology of redemption that, “ with 
out the shedding of blood, there was no remission.” ‘Thus 
impressively are we introduced to the Levitical argument. 

The necessity of atonement is taught in all the Old Testa- 
ment sacrifices (as the Gentile sacrifices are 
the testimony of man’s conscience to the 
same truth). The Apostle Paul, as already 
intimated, makes a grand induction of the ritual facts of the 
Old Testament, in Heb. ix: 22. “And without shedding of 
blood was no remission.” It is literally true, that the cere- 
monial law remitted no trespass, sin, or uncleanness, without a 
substitutionary animal death; save in the exception for the very 
poor, of Levit.v:11. Search and see. The theological prin- 
ciple thus set forth is just my thesis ; the necessity of satisfaction 
in order to pardon. Now, there is no idea which is inculcated, in 
the whole of Revelation, so constantly, so early, so carefully. 
It was the first truth, in the religion, of redemption, taught to 
Adam’s family. The awful, bloody symbol of it was ever pres- 
ent in all the worship of the Old Testament Church. With 
God’s mind, it is ever the first and strongest thought. With 
man’s unbelieving mind, it is the last and least. Indeed, the 
contrast here is amazing; and the stupidity of the human mind 
in apprehending this first rudiment, is one of the strongest 
proofs of its natural deadness in sin. God’s example, in per- 
petually obtruding on sinners the impressive sacrificial symbol 
of this truth, should be instructive to pastors. They must con- 
stantly urge the necessity of satisfaction. 

This obstinate obtuseness is manifested at once by the 
crude notions of the people and the refined 
speculations of the scholar. Even the con- 
victed sinner is stubbornly oblivious of the 
claims of God upon his sins, and assigns anything rather than 
the true ground, his repentance, his reformation, his anxieties, 
for the title to his pardon. When these “refuges of lies’ are 
swept away, and the soul is left desperate and cowering before 
its righteous doom, the pastor may hold up the gospel doctrine 
of satisfaction, and the convicted man will turn from it stolid 
and blind, until God shines into his heart. Carnal philosophy 
is equally prejudiced. It proposes any inconsequent scheme 
rather than the true one, to account for the punishment of sin, 
and the call for a sacrifice from Christ. One tells us, that suf- 
fering has no penal significance, but is the regular and unavoid- 
able effect of natural law upon creatures organized and finite, 


Argument from Sacri- 
fices. 


Obstinate Errors of 
Sinners, 
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as though that law were anything else than the expression of 
God’s moral will: and as though He had not told us, “death 
came by sin.” Another tells us, that primitive justice is nothing 
but “benevolence guided by wisdom,” that as Love is God’s 
only moral attribute, the only ends of penalty must be philan- 
thropic, that it is but a prudent expedient to protect men from 
the miseries involved in sin. So, when they come to explain 
the sacrifice of Calvary, they give any other than the true 
account of it. Says one: It was designed to attest the divine 
mercy offered us in the gospel promises. Another: It was to 
set us a splendid example of long-suffering. Another: It was 
to break our hearts by the spectacle of dying love. And 
others: It was to make a wholesome exhibition of the evil of 
sin. The Scripture saith it was all this: but because it was 
more, because it was primarily designed to make satisfaction for 
our guilt. 

(c) Many minds, like the great jurist Grotius’, have deluded 
themselves by likening God’s penal adminis- 
tration to that of the civil magistrate; which 
is, in a large degree,.an expedient to repress 
the mischiefs of transgression. They suppose no higher aim 
is to be imputed to God’sjustice. But the comparison is par- 
tial. God has reserved to Himself the supreme function of 
retribution, delegating to earthly rulers only the temporary and 
lower purposes of law. Yea, even if the magistrate loses sight 
of the true ground of his penalties in the evil desert of the crimes 
he punishes, they at once sink from the rank of a righteous 
expediency, to that of an odious and unprincipled artifice. 

That the benefit of the culprit is not the true end of pen- 
alty may be very quickly decided by the fact, that many of 
God's most notable penalties summarily destroyed their objects; 
as the Flood, doom of Sodom, and the retributions of hell. Of 
course God has done in these cases, what He meant todo. But 
they say: God, having seen that the amendment of these sin- 
ners was hopeless, and that they were infallibly drawing on 
themselves the worst mischiefs of sin, made examples of these 
for the good of others. So His only motive is still benevolence, 
seeking thus to overrule the unavoidable calamities of the few, 
to the “‘ greatest good of the greatest number.” Having thus 
placed a fragment of truth in the place of the whole, they 
sometimes turn on us, with an arrogant contrast between the 
boasted mildness of their scheme, and what they call the venge- 
ful severity of ours. Our God, say they, is the God of love. 
Yours is the theology of ancient. barbarians, who sanctified 
their vindictive malice under the name of vindicatory justice, 
and imagined a God like themselves, pleased with the fumes 
of His enemies’ blood. They say ours is “the theology of the 
shambles.” 

But let us see how this declamation will stand the test of 


False Theories of 
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reason and Scripture. Is God any better pleased with a holy 
creature than with a transgressor? Of course, yes. But for 
what is He better pleased with the holy? For his righteous- 
ness. It is right then in God to love righteousness? Of 
course, yes: Did He not, He would be Himself unright- 
eous. But righteousness and sin are the opposite poles of 
character. Justas the attraction of the one end of the magnet 


to the North pole is the repulsion of the other end towards the 


South ; so to love holiness isto hate sin. The perfection, then, 
which prompts God to the amiable work of rewarding good 
desert, is the same perfection which consistently prompts to 
punish ill desert. Hear Anselm of Canterbury, reasoning with 
his imaginary opponent, Boso. 

* “To remit sin” (without satisfaction) “is nothing else than 
not to punish it. And since nothing else than punishment is the 
right adjustment of the sin that has not been satisfied for, if it 
is not punished, it is left unadjusted.”—Boso. ‘“ What you say 
is reasonable.’—Anselm. ‘“ But it is not becoming for God to 
leave anything in His kingdom unadjusted.”—Boso. “If I wish 
to assert otherwise, I fear to sin.’—Anselm. “So then it does 
not become God to leave sin thus unpunished.”—Boso. — “ So 
it follows.’—Anselm. ‘“ And there is another thing that fol- 
lows; that if sinis thus left unpunished, it will be just the same 
with God whether one sins or does not sin; and that does not 
befit God.’—Boso. “Icannot deny it.’—Anselm. “ Look at 
this too. Nobody is ignorant, that the righteousness of men 
is under the law; so that the measure of its recompense is dis- 
pensed by God according to its quantity."—Boso. ‘So we 
believe.’—Anselm. ‘But if sin is neither paid for nor pun- 
ished, itissubject to no law.”—-Boso. ‘“ I cannot understand 
it otherwise,’—Anselm. “Then, unrighteousness, if it be 
remitted by mere mercy, is freer than righteousness? And 
that seems extremely unsuitable. This absurdity also is 
attached to it: that it makes unrighteousness like God, in that, 
just as God is subject to no law, so unrighteous is not.” 

This pretended resolution of punitive justice into benev- 
olent expediency is, in its result, impious towards God, and 
practically identical with the selfish system of morals. We 
have seen above, that “man’s chief end is to glorify God, and 
enjoy him forever.’ This humanitarian scheme says that this 
would make God the supreme egotist. It proposes .as a 
more suitable supreme end, not self, but mankind: the 
advantage of the greatest number. ‘This they claim, is true 
disinterestedness. But is not that which is made our highest 
ultimate end thereby made our God? It is nothing to the 
purpose that names and titles are decently exchanged, and 
man still. called the creature, and Jehovah the God. Virtu- 
ally, the aggregate of humanity is made our deity, by being 
made our moral End; and Jehovah is only retained, if retained 
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at all, as a species of omnipotent conveniency and Servitor to 
this creature-God. Further: inasmuch as the benevolent 
man is himself a part of this aggregate humanity, which is his 
moral End, he himself is, at least in part, his own supreme end! 
Here the supreme selfishness of this scheme of pretended dis- 
interestedness begins to crop out. In this aggregate humanity 
I am an integer, “by nature equal’’ to any other. What then 
so reasonable, as that Ishould deem the humanity embodied 
in myself, as my own nearest and most attainable moral End? 
Does not the natural instinct of self-love point to this conclu- 
sion; as well as the facts that I cannot, with my limited nature 
benefit all, that 1am more nearly responsible for my own wel- 
fare, and that I have more means to promote it with certainty 
than any other man’s? Hence, the properest mode to promote 
“the greatest good of the greatest number,” will be for each 
one to make his own personal advantage his supreme end! 
Here the abominable process from these utilitarian premises, is 
completed. Dr. Samuel Hopkins, the great American inventor 
of this scheme, has himself carried his system to this result, 
with a candour which is amusing for its simplicty: Says he: 
VOlehis wags . 

‘As every person is nearest to himself, and is most in his 
own view, has opportunities to be better acquainted with his 
own circumstances, and to know his own wants, his mercies and 
enjoyments, &c: and has a more particular care of his own 
interest, than of that of others: is under greater advant- 
age to promote his own happiness than others; his disinter- 
ested universal benevolence will attend more to his own interest, 
and he ‘will have more and stronger exercises of it respecting 
his own circumstances and happiness than those of others, all 
things being equal: not because it is his own interest, but for 
the reason just given.” That is to say; his virtue will be to 
practice supreme selfishness, provided he is not selfish in doing 
so!. Thus this boasted scheme resolves itself into one of. selfish 
expediency. 

This theory of penalty receives the following refutation. If 

Waleed _ it is only a benevolent expedient for reform- 

The Effective Expedi- ; . A ave ieee h ¥ 
ent would be Just. ing sinners and repressing sin, then the expe 
dient which is most effectual is most just. If 
a case arises in which the criminal and those like him will be 
more deterred by punishing the innocent than the guilty, it 
will be more just to do so. The instance may easily arise in 
actual life. Here, for example, is an outlaw, hardened in crime, 
desperate, callous to shame, weary of his life, whom it is pro- 
posed to curb by punishments. But none of them reach him, 
Shame has for him no deeper gulfs. The prison is less a hard- 
ship than his vagrant and starving life. Corporal pains have 
little terror for one familiar with misery. Death is rather a wel- 
come refuge than a dread. The expediency fails. But now 
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there steps forth a policeman, who says that there is yet one 
green spot in this seared and arid heart; that this desperado 
has an only child, an innocent and tender daughter, whose 
purity has shielded her from all taint. Punish her with stripes. 
Let him stand and see her tender flesh torn with the scourge, 
and hear her screams; and his. rugged heart will relent. He 
will promise anything to save his beloved child. Does not the 
success of this experiment justify its righteousness? Every 
right heart answers, with abhorrence, No. Such a punish- 
ment of the guiltless would be a monstrous crime. Then we 


must reject that theory of penalty. 


But further: |Expedients are the resort of the weak. 
Omnipotence has no need of them for it can 
Inconsistent with march straight to its ends. Now, if love is 
Omnipotence. : © ; ) pes 
God’s whole moral rectitude, as an infinite 
being, He must be infinitely benevolent. Why then has He not 
adopted the other plan, to which His omnipotence is certainly 
competent, of effectually excluding the mischiefs of sin by mak- 
ing and keeping all His creatures holy? Why does He not 
convert Satan, instead of damning him? Thus a large aggregate 
of happiness would have resulted ; all that, namely, arising out 
of Satan’s innocency minus the penal pangs. Moreover, pen- 
alty has turned out but an imperfect and partial preventive, 
after all, for inspite of it earth and hell are full of sin, and God 
must have foreseen this failure of the repressive policy. Benevo- 
lence must, then, on these principles, have led Him to adopta 
system of universal efficacious grace, instead of a policy of 
penal sanctions. 
But especially is it impossible, on this theory of expedi- 
ency, to account for everlasting punishments 
See under an Almighty God. Here the remedial 
theory is out of the question; for the culprit 
is to sin and suffer forever. Nor will the other plea avail; that 
the penalties in this case are for the benefit of others. For this. 
infliction is to continue everlasting ages after all the pefitent 
shall have been perfected, and the perfect securely enclosed 
within the protecting walls of heaven. There, endowed as they 
are, with perfect love and holiness, they need no threatening 
example, to keep them from sin. He who holds this theory of 
punishment, must, if he is consistent, go on to modern Univer- 
salism, or else he must deny God’s omnipotence over free 
agents. 
Resuming the affirmative argument, I make my first appeal 
(d) ‘ to conscience. Every man who believes in 
ie AEB a God, believes His justice the same in ess- 
ence with that imprinted on his own con- 
science. For two reasons, we must believe this: That we are 
made in God’s rational image. And that Governor and gov- 
erned must live by the same code of justice in order to under- 
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stand each other. Let any man,then, ask himself impartially, 
why he approves of a just punishment. The answer of his rea- 
son will be simply: because the sin deserves it. Our judgment 
of right and wrong’ is intuitively accompanied with the convic- 
tion of good and ill desert. But, desert of what? Reason 
answers, of reward or penalty, of well being or suffering. The 
title to the one is a counterpart to the title to the other. That 
this judgment is intuitive, is disclosed by the following instan- 
ces: If any reverent or fair mind is asked how the presence of 
so much suffering in the world can consist with God’s benevo- 
lence, the reason turns instinctively to the solution: Because 
so much sin is here. The presence of the sin justifies the pres- 
ence of the suffering. Second. Every sane human being who 
is in his sin, dreads to meet God. Why? Witness the moral 
fear of death, and the certainty with which the most reckless 
men apprehend their doom and its justice, when the solemn 
hour has dissipated vain illusions and recalled the soul from the 
chase of vanities. The same conviction is familiarly but justly 
argued from the conscious guilt of pagans, and their desire for 
expiatory sacrifice. Said Ovid: TZzmor fecit Deos. To this 
shallow solution Edmund Burke answered: Quzs fecit timorem ? 
The belief in God and conviction of His punitive justice must 
be @ priori to the fear of them. Third. When any right- 
minded man witnesses the escape of a flagrant criminal from 
justice, he is indignant. He says: ‘ The gallows is cheated ;” 
and this expression conveys a certain just complaint and sense 
of moral grievance. Should the escaped man charge this as a 
maiicious thirsting for his destruction, the spectator would 
indignantly deny this construction. He wouldsay: ‘‘ My sen- 
timents are not cruelty, but justice.” And he would declare 
that they were compatible with sincere pain at the anguishof a 
justly punished culprit. 
We have seen that the title of the guilty to penalty is the 
» correlative to the title of the righteous to 
Refi rag Ae reward. Ifa benevolent policy may properly 
ward. suspend the former, why not also the latter? 
But we presume that if the consciously 
righteous man were robbed of his immunity, pro dono publico, 
against his own consent, no picture of the beneficent results 
' would reconcile his soul to the intrinsic injustice. Let the stu- 
dent ponder, in this connection, Prov. xvii: 15; Rom. ii: Q-IT. 
2 Thess.i: 6. This loose view of punishment thus appears 
peculiarly foolish and suicidal in those who hold it, in that they, 
with their Socinian tendencies, rely more or less on their own 
merits for their acceptance. But if sin carries the same merit 
of penalty that righteousness does of reward, and if they will 
have God sever the former tie at the dictate of expediency, 
they must be prepared to find the latter uncertain also. 
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The moral law is the transcript of God’s own essential per- 
fections. This teaches us to expect that per- 
manency in it, which our Saviour, in Matt. v: 
18, claims for it. But is not the penal sanction asubstantive part 
of the statute? The common sense of mankind would certainly 
answer, yes. What is the object of a penal sanction? To sup- 
portthe law. If then the law is to. be immutable, the penal 
sanction which supports it must be so. There is a curious evi- 
dence of the judgment of human legislators on the question, 
whether the penal sanction is a substantive part of the law; 
that in their prohibitory statutes, it is the only part they usually 
publish at all! Now then if the law is irrevocable, the penalty 
is also inevitable. 

The whole of the above argument may be put in a very 

. practical light—thus: Is not judicial impar- 
Sd egeeran a. tiality with God “a matter seeeticie R The 
upright human judge who was entreated by 
the convicted man, or by his counsel, to act as the Socinian 
expects God to act in pardoning, would be insulted! Now, 
how does God require us to act, in matters of. principle? He 
literally requires us to die rather than compromit our princi- 
ples. He requires us to meet martyrdom, rather than yield 
them. Now does God first command us to seek our complete 
rectitude in the imitation of Himself, and then act oppositely to 
His injunction to us? Surely not. In representing the neces- 
sity of satisfaction as so high, as to call for the infinite satisfac- 
tion of Christ’s death in orderto make sin pardonable, we con- 
form precisely to the system of morals which the Scriptures 
commend to us for ourselves. The tendency of Calvinism is 
wholesome herein. 

On the other hand, the looser doctrine is as corrupting to 
| man as it is dishonouring to God. Its advo- 
cates flout the obligation to ‘penalty in every 
sin. They say Calvinism deifies reveage. 
They declare substitution and imputation immoral fictions. The 


The Law Immutable. 


Other Doctrine is Cor- 
rupting. 


. student may be forewarned that, when he hears one of these 


“advanced thinkers”’ thus teaching, if he be not idly babbling, 
he had best be shunned as a man not to be trusted. It isa 
confession of indifference to moral obligation. Hewho is ready 
so flippantly to strip his God of His judicial rights, will probably 
not stickle to plunder his fellow of his rights. In this theory of 
guilt and penalty, he has adopted the creed of expediency. 
Will he not act on it, when tempted by his own interests? 
Worse .than all, he has fashioned to himself a God of expedi- 
ency. Saith the Psalmist, (cxv: 8), ‘They that make them 
are like unto them; so is every one that trusteth in them.” As 
man never comes up to his model,a corrupt idol always sinks 
the votary to a lower degradation than its own. Nor could God 
repair this consequence by any preceptive stringency. Shall He 
32* . 
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forbid us to sacrifice principle to expediency, even to save life 
itself? Shall He exact of us martyrdom itself, rather than we shall 
tamper with right and truth; and all this under the penalty of 
His eternal wrath? Shall He charge us, also, that our holiness 
is to consist in imitation of Him? And shall He then adopt a 
standard of expediency forHimself,which He has so sternly inhib- 
ited to us? The only effect would be to make men hypocrites. 
(ec) Moreover; does not God bear moral relations to His 
creatures, as well as they to Him? Gen. 
xviii: 25. Surely. . As Ruler, and especially 
as Almighty Ruler, with nothing to hinder 
Him from doing His will, He is bound to His own perfections to 
rule them aright, as truly as they are bound to Him to serve 
aright. This being so, retributive justice will be seen to flow 
as a necessity from the holiness and righteousness of God. By 
these attributes God necessarily and intrinsically approves and 
delights in all right things. Wrong is the antithesis of right. 
A moral tertium quid is an impossibilty, as the mere absence of 
light is darkness. There is no moral neutrality. Hence, it 
results, that God must hate the wrong by the very reason He 
approves the right; e. g., if a man feels moral complacency at 
a filial affection, will he not, zpso facto, be certain to feel repug- 
nance at ingratitude? I see not how God would be holy at all, 
unless His justice were necessary. | 
Again; were it not so, God would be unjust to His inno- 
cent creatures. Sin is injurious; to all but infallible Being con- 
tagious, and universally mischievous. God has been pleased to 
adopt a plan of moral sanctions, to protect the universe from 
sin. Those beings who kept their covenant with God, have a 
right on Him, which He, in infinite condescension, gave them, 
to be protected efficiently. Hence, His righteousness must 
lead Him to inflict penal sanctions with exactness, for it is well 
known that uncertainty in this encourages transgressions, con- 
founds moral distinctions, and relaxes government. Should 
God do thus, He would be sacrificing the well-being and rights 
of those who deserved well at His hands, to a weak compassion © 
for those who deserved nothing. God’s essential justice is the 
foundation of the rights and order of the universe. Unless its 
actings are certain and regular, we are all at the mercy of an 
unprincipled Omnipotence. Even the damned have no interest 
in making God’s justice uncertain; because it is the only guar- 
antee that they shallnot be punished more than they deserve. 
And the wider God’s dominions, the greater strength have all 
these arguments, forcible as they are even in the narrow domain 
of the family, school or state. 
The parallel drawn from acts of pardon without satisfac- 
pala Ee ites a ee ea De nes ed indulged in by 
trates no Precedents. , eceptive, because they have 
not the divine perfections of omnipotence, 
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unchangeableness and omniscience. It might be no dishonour 
to a human magistrate to modify his purposes; he never pro- 
fessed to be either perfectly wise or immutable. Cases may 
arise of conviction, where the evidence of guilt is uncertain, or 
the criminal intention doubtful. In these cases, and these alone, 
the pardoning power may find a wholesome exercise. Such 
cases have no existence in the administration of an omniscient 
God. Once more; the power and authority of human rulers are 
limited. They must govern as they can, sometimes not as they 
would. God can do all things. 

In a word, God’s moral government, in its ultimate conclu- 
sion, must be as absolute and perfect as His own nature. For, 
being supreme and almighty, He is irresponsible save to His 
own perfections. Therefore, if He is a Being of infinite perfec- 
tions, His government must be one of absolutely righteous, 
final results. It will be an exact representation of Himself, for 
He makes it just what He pleases. If there is moral defect | 
in the final adjustment, it can only be accounted for. by defect 
in God. It must be an absolute result, because the free act of 
an infinite Being. 

(f) The death of Christ argues the necessity of satisfaction. 
For Socinus admits that He was an innocent Man, God’s 
adopted Son. Surely God would not have made Him suffer 
under imputed guilt, (He had none of His own), unless it had 
been morally necessary. In this view, we see that the atone- 
ment, instead of obscuring, greatly exalts God’s love and mercy ; 
that though He knew the price of pardon must be the blood of 
His own Son, His pity did not fail. 

(h) Last; it is tacitly implied in the admissions of Socin- 
ians themselves, that God could not consist- 
ently pardon without the repentance and 
reform of the sinner. For this gives up the 
point that, in some sort, a satisfaction to the divine honour must 
be exacted. But, repentance and reform are not satisfactions. 
Second, we shall prove that repentance is the consequence and 
result of pardon, so that.it cannot be its procuring cause. An 
injured man, we admitted, might regard repentance as obvia- 
ting the third element of transgression, the subjective moral 
turpitude But, in God’s case, it may not, because God. must 
bestow the repentance as truly as the pardon, and as a conse- 
quence ofthe pardon... See Acts:v’: 31; Jet: xxxi : 18, Io. 

We will close with these general Bible testimonies to the 
Hiecessity of satisfaction: Heb. vii'27;) vill 1/3; ix :.7; 12, 22, 
DAj125.9% Oro. 20,.27 tO 20); ii EOP a4, 17; 
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NATURE OF CHRIST'S SACRIFICE, 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What analogies to redemption in the course of Nature and Providence? Why 
is not vicarious satisfaction more admitted among men ? 

Butler’s Analogy, pt. ii, ch. 5. Hill, bk. iv, ch. 3, 3 1. Watson’s Theo. Inst. 
ch:.20;7 2 : 

a: Define the terms, satisfaction, expiation, vicarious, atonement, &c., used of 
the doctrine. 

Turrettin, Qu. 10, of Loc. xiv, 31-16. Hodge’s Theol. pt. iii, ch. 6, 3 3. A. 
A. Hodge, on Atonement, pt. i, ch. 3. Lexicons. Knapp, # 110. 

3. Give the direct refutation of the Socinian theory of Christ’s death; and of the 
Moral Influence. and Governmental theories. 

Turretin, Loc. xiv, Qu. 11. Hill bk. iv ch. 2,3 1,2. Dr. Ch. Hodge, Review of 
Beman. Dick, Lect 57. A. A. Hodge on Atonement, pt. ich. 21. 

4. Prove Christ’s proper substitution and vicarious sacrifice. (a) From the 
phraseology of Scripture. (b) From His personalinnocency. (c) From the import of 
the Gentile sacrifices. (d) From the import of the Levitical sacrifices. (e) From the 
Bible terms describing Christ’s death. 

Turrettin, Loc. (xiv, ch, 11. Hodge's ‘Theol: pt. ii, ch. 7... Hilly pk sa enns 
3 2, 3,5. Dick, Lect. 57, 58. A. A. Hodge on Atonement, pt. i, ch. 8-12. 
Ridgley, Qu. 44,34 and5. Watson’s Theo. Inst. ch. 20. Knapp, 3 111 
5. On what features do the value and efficacy of Christ’s satisfaction depend ? 
Symington on Atonement, 32. Turrettin, Qu. 10, 36-16. Hill, bk. iv, 
chee ea. 
! : ‘O the question, How shall man be just with God, natural 
theology gives no certain answer. It seems, if we do not 
Redemption Fore- deceive ourselves by attributing to its light 
shadowed in Provi- discoveries really borrowed from inspiration, 
ds to inform us very clearly that God is just, and 
man therefore condemned. Having thus shut us up under wrath, 
its light deserts us, leaving only an uncertain twilight shining 
towards the gate of mercy and hope. When reason looks into 
the analogies presented by that course of nature, as unbelief 
terms it, which is, in reality, nothing else than the course of 
Providence, she sees that there are certain evils consequent upon 
certain faults—e. g., sickness on intemperance, want on idle- 
ness, bodily death on reckless imprudence; but she also sees 
that there are certain remedial provisions made in nature, by 
availing themselves of which men may sever the connection 
between the fault and the natural penalty. This fact would 
seem to hint that in God’s eternal government there ‘may be a: 
way of mercy provided. But then, the analogical evidence is 
made very faint by this fact: that these natural reliefs for the 
natural evils incurred here by our misconduct, are rather post- 
ponements than acquittals. After all, inexorable death comes 
to sinful man, in spite of all expedients. . 
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But the most interesting fact to be noticed in this feeble 
analogy is, that these partial releases from 
the natural consequences of our faults, are 
most often received through a mediatorial 
agency, and that this agency is usually exerted for us by our 
friends at some cost to themselves, often at the cost of suffering 
the whole or a part of the very evils our faults naturally 
incurred. A man is guilty of intemperance ; its natural conse- 
quence is sickness and death, and without mediatorial interven- 
tion this consequence would become certain, for the foolish 
wretch is too sick to minister to himself. But Providence per- 
mits a faithful wife, or parent, or friend, to intervene with those 
remedies and cares which save his life. Now,at what cost does 
this friendly mediator save it? Obviously, at the cost 
of many of the very pains which the sick man had brought 
upon himself—the confinement, the watching, the loss of time, 
the anxieties of the sick room. Or, a prodigal wastes his sub- 
stance, and the result is want; a result, so fur as his means are 
concerned, inevitable. But his friend steps in with his wealth, 
pays his debts and relieves his necessities. Yet the cost at 
which he does it is in part the very same incurred by the guilty 
man’s prodigality: decrease of his substance and consequent 
want. We may Say, yet more generally, that the larger part of 
all the reliefs which Providence administers to the miseries of 
man’s sinful condition, from the cradle to the grave, from the 
maternal love which shields and blesses his infancy, down to the 
friendship which receives his dying sighs, are administered 
through others, and that at the cost of sacrifice or effort on 
their part for him. Here, then, we have a general analogy 
pointing to a vicarious method of rescuing man from his guilt, 
and to sacrifice by a Mediator for him. We have called the 
evils adverted to in our illustrations, natural consequences of 
our faults; but they are not therefore any the less ordained of 
God, and penal; for what is the course of nature, but God 
ordering ? and does not our natural conscience show that suf- 
fering can only occur under the almighty providence of a just 
and good God as the penal consequences of ill-desert ? 

The revealed idea of a satisfaction for sin, or vicarious ar- 
rangement to deliver man from guilt, has been made the butt of 
rationalistic objections. The.value of this analogy is to silence 
these objections, by showing that the idea, however mysterious, 
is not unnatural. 

It has been objected by rationalists, that vicarious punish- 

SubstitutionUnusual Ments are not admitted in the penal legislation 
in Civil Law, for Reas- of just and civilized men; and if introduced, 
sie would strike our moral judgments as wrong 
and unreasonable. It may be remarked, that among the an- 
cients these arrangements frequently appeared, in the cases of 
hostages, and avrevyor. In modern legislation they appear at 
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least in the case of suretyships for debt. But there are four 
very good reasons which distinguish between human govern- 
ments and God’s. | 
ist. It is in my view, unreasonable and mischievous, to 
reply to objections against the morality of a 
substitution (Christ’s or Adam’s) by such a 
reference to God’s sovereignty, as should rep- 
resent it as irrespunsible, not only to man’s imperfect concep- 
tions of rectitude, but to the intrinsic principles thereof. What 
is this but saying that because God is omnipotent Owner, there- 
fore He may properly be unjust. Does might make right ? 
But it is a very different (and proper) thing to say that, while 
God as Sovereign, regulates His every act by the same general 
principles of rectitude, which He enjoins on His creatures, yet He 
very justly exercises a width of discretion, for Himself, in His 
application of those principles, which He does not allow to hu- 
man magistrates, in delegating them a little portion of His 
power. Deut. xxiv: 16. This is made proper by His sover- 
eignty. (I may righteously do with my horse, what would be 
cruel in him to whom I had hired him, for a day’s ordinary 
journey—e. g., ride him to extremity, or even to death, to res- 
cue the life of my child.) And by God’s infinite knowledge and 
wisdom, judging the whole results of a substitution as a creature 
cannot. Hence, the impropriety of vicarious arrangements 
among men may be compatible with their admission between 
God and man; and yet no contrariety of moral principles in the 
two governments is involved; e.g. I delegate to a teacher, ata 
distance, a portion of my parental power over my child. I tell 
him he is to consider himself, as to this extent, 27 loco parentis, 
and govern my boy on strictly parental principles ; yet he would 
be very unreasonable if he assumed power to exercise every kind 
of discretion as to him, which I might properly exercise. 
2d. When men inflict penalties less than capital, one object 
eae ree of the infliction is the reform of the offender ; 
ry ire Miaiciote for which a personal endurance of the pain is 
necessary. But when God inflicts the eternal 
penalty of sin, He has no intention of reforming the sufferer 
thereby. ; 
3d. In those cases where human tribunals punish by the 
Ree Corer ae loss of life or liberty, the vicarious arrange- 
Mesure ® ment cannot be adopted, because no one can 
be found who is owner of his own life and 
well-being. But he cannot pay away, in ransom of another, 
what he has no right to part with. 
4th. We found that one of the elements of offence con- 
ad tracted by wrong-doing was the moral turpi-- 
sibecuedere can tude ; that and the removal of this by genuine 
repentance is one of the necessary conditions 
for pardoning the wrong-doer. Now, a vicarious satisfaction is 
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inapplicable in human governments, because the human magis- 
trate would have no means to work genuine repentance in the 
criminal, though an atonement were offered. But without such 
repentance, guilt could not be properly pardoned, by God or 
man, however adequate the satisfaction to justice. Now, God 
can work and insure genuine repentance in His pardoned crimi- 
nals, through the Holy Ghost. See Acts v: 31. Hence, He 
can properly avail Himself of the principle of vicarious penalty. 
Even supposing a man could be found who had autocracy of 
his own life, time, and social relations, and who was willing to 
die fora murderer, when slain, he could not rise again; he 
would be a final loss to society, and society would gain, in ex- 
change, the life of the murderer, now penitent and reformed, 
(supposing the magistrate, like God, had regenerating power 
over him). So, all the result would be, that society would lose 
a citizen who always had been good, and gain one who was 
about to become good. The magistrate would not feel himself 
justified in admitting the substitution, for such results, however 
it might be generous in the friend to propose it. 


Word atonement is used often in the Old Testament, once 
in the New, Rom. v: 11. The Hebrew is 


Definitions. usually SD literally, “covering,” because 


that which atones is conceived as covering guilt from the eye of 
justice. The Greek is zatadsayy—reconciliation, as it and its 
cognates are elsewhere translated. It is plausibly supposed 
that “atonement” is “at-one-ment,’’—i. e., reconciliation. 
These words, then, are generic, and not specific of the particu- 
lar means of reconciliation, according to etymology. The word 
which I should prefer to use, is one sanctioned by the constant 
usage of the Reformed theologians, “ satisfaction.” This ex- 
presses truly and specifically what Christ did for believers. It 
points explicitly to the divine law and perfections, whose demand 
for satisfaction constitute the great obstacles to pardon. It in- 
includes, also, Christ’s preceptive, as well as His penal, compen- 
sation for our debt. We shall see that both Christ’s obedience 
to the preceptive law and His voluntary endurance of the penal 
sanction enter into His satisfaction, paid as our substitute. The 
established word, which has been deliberately attested and ap- 
proved by the Church, is by all means to be retained. Atone- 
ment, or reconciliation is related to satisfaction, as effect to 
cause. 


The Reformed divines are also accustomed to make a dis- 
tinction between penal and moral satisfaction, 
on the one hand, and pecuniary payment, on 
the other. In a mere pecuniary debt, the 
claim is on the money owed, not on the person owing. The 
amount is numerically estimated. Hence, the surety, in making 
vicarious payment, must pay the exact number of coins due. 
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And when he has done that, he has, zfso facto, satisfied the debt. 
His offer of such payment in full isa legal tender which leaves 
the creditor no discretion of assent or refusal. If he refuses, 
his claim is cancelled for once and all. But the legal claim on 
us for obedience and penalty is personal. It regards not only 
the guid solvatur, but the guts solvat. The satisfaction of Christ 
is not zdem facere; to do the identical thing required of the 
sinner, but satis facere ; to do enough to be a just moral equiv- 
alent for what is due from the sinner. Hence, two consequences : 
Christ's satisfaction cannot be forced on the divine Creditor as 
a legal tender; it does not free us zpso facto. And God, the 
Creditor, has an optional discretion to decline the proffer, if He 
chooses (before He is bound by His own covenant), or to accept 
it. Hence, the extent to which, and the terms on which, Christ’s 
vicarious actions shall actually satisfy the law, depend simply 
on the stipulations made between Father and Son, in the cove- 
nant of redemption. 

Yet, we sha!! by no means agree, with the Scotists, and the 
early Remonstrants, that Christ did not make 
a real, and equivalent satisfaction for sinners’ 
debts. They say, that His sacrifice was not 
such, because He did not suffer really what sinners owed. He 
did not feel remorse, nor absolute despair; He did not suffer 
eternally ; only His humanity suffered. But they suppose that 
the inadequate sufferings were taken as a ransom-price, per ac- 
ceptilationem: by a gracious waiver of God’s real claims of 
right. And they hold that any sacrifice, which God may please 
thus to receive, would be thereby made adequate. The differ- 
ence between their view and the Reformed may be roughly, but 
fairly defined, by an illustration drawn from pecuniary obliga- 
tions: A mechanic is justly indebted to a land-owner in the 
sum of one hundred pounds; and has no money wherewith to 
pay. Now, should a rich brother offer the landlord the full 
hundred pounds, in coin of the realm, this would bea legal ten- 
der; it would, zpso facto, cancel the debt, even though the cred- 
itor captiously rejected it. Christ’s satisfaction is not zpso 
facto in this commercial sense. There is a second supposition: 
that the kind brother is not rich, but is himself an able mechanic ; 
and seeing that the landlord is engaged in building, he proposes 
_ that he will work as a builder for him two hundred days, at ten 
shillings per diem (which is a fair price), to cancel his poor 
brother’s debt. This proposal, on the one hand, is not a “legal 
tender,’ and does not compel the creditor. He may say that 
he has already enough mechanics, who are paid in advance; so 
that he cannot take the proposal. But, if he judges it conven- 
ient to accept it, although he does not get the coin, he gets an 
actual equivalent for his claim, and a fair one. This is satésfac- 
“zo. ‘The debtor may thus get a valid release on the terms freely 
covenanted between the surety and creditor. But there is a 
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third plan: The kind brother has some “ script” of the capi- 
tal stock of some company, which, “ by its face ”’ amounts nom- 
inally, to one hundred pounds, but all know that it is worth 
but little. Yet he goes to the creditor, saving: “ My brother 
and I have a pride about bearing the name of full payment of 
our debt. We propose that you take this ‘script’ as one hun- 
dred pounds (which is its nominal amount), and give us a dis- 
charge, which shall state that you have payment in full.” Now, 
if the creditor assents, this is payment per acceptilationem. 
Does Christ’s satisfaction amount to no more than this? We 
answer emphatically, it does amount to more. This dispar- 
aging conception is refuted by many scriptures, such as Isa. 
xlii: 21; liii: 6. It is dishonourable to God, representing Him 
as conniving at a “legal fiction,” and surrendering all standard 
of truth and justice to confusion. On this low scheme, it is im- 
possible to see how any real necessity for satisfaction could exist. 

The Reformed assert then, that Christ made penal satis- 
faction, by suffering the very penalty de- 
manded by the law of sinners. In this sense, 
we say even 7dem fecit. The identity we 
assert is, of course, not a numerical one, but a generic one. 
If we are asked, how this could be, when Christ was not holden 
forever of death, and experienced none of the remorse, wicked 
despair, and subjective pollution, attending a lost sinner’s second 
death? We reply: the same penalty, when poured out on 
Him, could not work all the detailed results, because of His 
divine nature and immutable holiness. A stick of wood, and 
an ingot of gold are subjected to the same fire. The wood is 
permanently consumed: the gold is only melted, because it isa 
precious metal, incapable of natural oxidation, and it is gath- 
ered, undiminished, from the ashes of the furnace. But the 
fire was the same! And then, the infinite dignity of Christ’s 
person gives to His temporal sufferings a moral value equal to 
the weight of all the guilt of the world. 

Christ, or His work, is also called Avtpov, ransom-price ; 
and the transaction an dzodutpwors or re- 
deeming. The obvious idea here, is that of 
purchase, by a price, or equivalent, out of bondage. He is 
also our fAaouos, or eeAdopos, making for us propitiation, 
fhasznoov, Expiation is the sacrificial and satisfactory action, 
making the offended Judge propitious to the transgressor. 
These terms applied to Christ’s suffering work, justify us in 
describing His sacrifice, as’ His vicarious suffering of the penal- 
ties due our sins, to satisfy God’s justice and thus reconcile 
Him to us. 

Before proceeding to refute the Socinian theory of the 
atonement, let us briefly re-state it. The 
sufferings of Jesus, they suppose, were not 
penal; but only natural, such as would have 
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been incurred by Adam in Paradise, had he not fallen. Yet 
God permitted and ordained them, Ist. As an example to 
teach us patience, fortitude, and submission. 2d. As an attes- 
tation of the honesty and truth of His teachings concerning the 
way of life through imitation of Him. 3d. To make Him a 
compassionate Teacher, Friend, and Patron to His brethren. 4th. 
To make way for His resurrection; which was the all-important 
evidence and warrant to us that eternal life may be hoped for, 
threugh repentance and reform. Thus, He died, suffered for 
us—i.e., pro bono nostrum —ina general sense. Thus, He is 
the Saviour and Redeemer of men —i. e., the Agent of their 
salvation in a sense. But He made no penal satisfaction for sin. 
Now, an overwhelming indiréct refutation of this theory 
has already been given, in our argument for the necessity of a 
proper vicarious penalty. Another will be presented under the 
succeeding head, when we prove that Christ’s sufferings were 
vicarious. But for direct refutation, note: 
There can be little reasonable encouragement in the ex- 
Theory Inconsistent, ¢™@ple of one who suffered so bitterly with- 
1st. BecauseaGuiltless Out deserving anything. Such a spectacle, 
Sufferer Suggests an instead of shedding light, hope and patience 
Unjust God. : 

7 on the sorrows of believers, could only 
deepen the darkness and anguish; for it could only suggest 
difficulties concerning the justice and benevolence of God, and 
raise the torturing doubt, ‘“‘Can any one be secure of blessed- 
ness, any angel or saint in heaven, or is there any justice and 
benevolence in God, in which I may hope for release from pres- 
ent sufferings; seeing a creature so holy as Jesus suffered thus? 
He was enabled to triumph over them at last? Yea, but why 
did God make Him suffer at all, when He was entirely innocent? I, 
who am not innocent, may not be thus released after suffering ! ”’ 

To represent His death as of such importance as the 
ond. Martytdom only attestation of the truthfulness of His teach- 
Demonstrates Martyr’s ings, contradicts good sense and Scripture. 
per. All that the death of a martyr can prove is, 
that he sincerely believes the creed for which he dies. False 
creéds have had their martyrs. The Scriptures nowhere refer 
to Christ’s death as the evidence of His truth; but uniformly 
to’; His works; . See- John -xiv.,dhigiv 1436); (xX 25-385" see 
24, &c. 
The Socinian scheme gives the chief importance to 
3rd. Christ’s Death Christ’s resurrection, rather than His death, 
Purchases Salvation, as the means whereby “life and immortality 
not His Resurrection. were brought to light.” His death was then 
rather the necessary preliminary step, to make His resurrection 
possible ; that the latter might be, to our faith, the splendid and 
crowning evidence of a future life for us. Did God, then, kill 
Jesus, to have the opportunity of raising Him? Since a resur- 
rection is but the repairing of a death, it seems to me that the 
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whole transaction inspires at least as much terror as hope. He 
ordained the death of Him who deserved to live ; so there is an 
instance of severity, if not injustice, fully counterpoising the 
instance of goodness in raising Him. Again; the Scriptures 
do not agree to the Socinian view; for they everywhere repre- 
sent the benefit we derive from Christ as chiefly flowing from 
Christ’s death. -Heb. ii: 14. His resurrection was indeed a 
glorious attestation; but it was an attestation of the sufficiency 
of that death, asa satisfaction to law, and an adequate pur- 
chase of our relief. 

Again; the whole plausibility of the Socinian’s account of 
Christ's death and resurrection is ruined by 
the fact of His pre-existence. Fora mere 
man to rise again after dying, like Lazarus, is an encouraging 
instance; but the rising again of a Being who possessed a pre- 
vious and glorious life besides that of His humanity, presents 
on the Socinian view no analogy to encourage mortal man to 
hope fora resurrection. The answer is too obvious: that the 
strange anomaly of a resurrection in Jesus’ case was most prob- 
ably the result of His glorious, pre-existent nature. Man has 
no such nature, and therefore should not expect, from such an 
instance, to imitate Him. As well might a log of wood infer 
that, because a living creature is seen to rise erect when laid on 
its back, therefore logs of wood may hope to rise, when laid on 
their backs. 4th. The Socinian scheme utterly fails to account 
for Christ’s royal exaltation. We do not allude nowto the 
fact that those regal functions (Matt. xxviii: 18; xxv: 31, 32; 
Eph. i: 22) could only be fulfilled by proper divinity. On the 
Socinian scheme, He ought not to have any regal functions. 
He has not earned them. He does not need them. Sinners 
regenerate themselves; and their own repentance and reform 
are their righteousness; so that the tasks of the royal priest, 
interceding and ruling on His throne, are useless and groundless. 

Last; on the Socinian theory, Christ could not have 

.. been in any sense the Mediator or Redeemer 
Stig cid hot ne of Old Testament saints. Their sins could 
deem Old Testament not have been remitted on the ground of 
Spee Christ’s prospective satisfaction for sin; f 
prosp actio sin; for, 
according to Socinians, there was none in prospect. Those 
saints could not have profited by Christ’s example, teachings, 
and resurrection; because they were in heaven long before 
Christ existed. But see Heb. ix:15; Rom. iii: 25; Jno. viii: 
56, &c. 

Against the scheme of Dr. Price, called by Hill the Mid- 
Scheme, (see Hill, p. 422,) these objections 
obviously lie: that it represents Christ as 
acquiring His title to forgive sin only by His death. But Matt. 
ix : 6, says that the Son of Man had power on earth to forgive 
sins before. It speaks splendidly of Christ’s suffering in order 
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to acquire this title to pardon; but it gives no intelligible 
account of how these sufferings acquired that title. It is, in 
this, as vague as Socinianism. 

The scheme of atonement with which we have now most 
concern, as. defenders of truth, is that usually 
known as the governmental scheme—i. e. 
that whicn resolves the sufferings and death 
of Christ into a mere moral expedient of God, to connect such 
a display of His justice and hatred of sin, with His acts of par- 
don, as will prevent bad effects from the failure to punish 
strictly according to law. This view proceeds from that theory 
of ethics which resolves all virtue into benevolence, teaching 
that an act is right or virtuous only because it tends on the 
whole most to promote the welfare of Beings; (and the con- 
trary). (We cannot pause here to debate this theory, but only 
note how intimately ethics and metaphysics affect Theology). 
Hence, these divines hold, God has no intrinsic, essential jus- 
tice, other than His benevolence—i. e., that the whole amount 
of His motive for punishing sin is, to preserve His moral empire 
from the mischiefs which sin unchecked would produce. 
Hence, the only necessity for an atonement which they recog- 
nize, is the necessity of repairing that defence against disorder 
in God’s government, which the dispensing with the penalty 
would break down. They, consequently, deny that Christ was 
properly substituted under the believer’s guilt, that He bore 
any imputation, that He made a real satisfaction to Gcd’s jus- 
tice, and that the justifying virtue of His righteousness is im- 
puted to men. The author of this system in New England 
seems to have been the younger Pres. Edwards, son of Jona- 
than, and its great propagator, Dr. Taylor, of New Haven. 
This is the system known as the New School, in the North, and 
advocated by Barnes and Beman on the atonement. It is a 
striking matter of history, that nearly all the arguments by 
which Edwards, Jr., sought to remove the old Calvinistic the- 
ory, to substitute his, were unconsciously Socinian. 

If the necessity of satisfaction is proved from God’s essen- 
tial justice, as we have attempted, this view 
of the atonement is proved false. Again: if 
we shall succeed in proving that Christ’s was a proper, vicarious 
. sacrifice, this, also, overthrows it. Third: we have seen that 
this New England plan rests on this proposition; that a govern- 
mental policy of repressing sin, is the only ground of God’s 
justice ; resolving all right into mere utility. The abominable 
consequences of this ethical principle have been shown; they 
are such that the principle cannot be true. We might add that 
man’s intuitive moral judgments pronounce that sin is wrong, 
not merely because it tends to injure well-being, but wrong in 
itself; and that the very wording of such a statement, implies 
a standard of wrong and right other than that of mere utility. 


Governmental Influ- 
ence Scheme. 


Refutation. 


OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 509 


This ethical principle being untrue, the plan falls with it. 

But further, for direct refutations: This plan of atonement 
leaves us practically on Socinian ground, as to 
man’s justifying righteousness. If imputation 
is denied, and if Christ wrought out no proper 
satisfaction to justice for the believer’s sin, to be set over to the 
believer’s account for his justification, there is no alternative left ; 
the advocates of this plan are shut up to the Arminian definition 
of justification, as an imputing of the believer's own faith (along 
with the repentance and holy living flowing theretrom) as the 
sround of the sinner’s repentance; as his righteousness. Ac- 
cordingly Messrs. Barnes, &c., do explicitly accept this. But 
we shall show, in the proper place, that such a justification is 
unscriptural. Justification is no longer properly through Christ, 
saving faith, would no longer be such a coming to Christ 
directly, as the Scriptures describe it; and the whole tenour of 
Bible language concerning His divine righteousness, concerning 
His being the immediate object of faith, &c., &c., would be 
violated. 

Last: the overwhelming objection to this plan is, that 
according to its definition, the sufferings of 
Christ would be no governmental display 
whatever of the evils of sin, or of God’s 
determination to punish. These divines avow that Christ is a 
Person possessed of a pre-existent, divine, holy and supreme 
nature, not only guiltless, but above law; and cf a pure and 
sinless humanity, the voluntary assumption of which only 
placed Him, by His own consent, under law, for a particular 
atoning purpose. His mediatorial person stood forth as the 
exemplar of sinless purity and perfection, to all creatures, in 
both its natures; and in every relation; attested by holy writ, 
by the voice of God speaking His divine approval from heaven 
in tones of thunder, by the reluctant tribute of His enemies, by 
the haughty Pagan who condemned Him, by the very traitor 
who betrayed Him, as he, appears scathed with the fires of his 
own remorse, before his plunge into hell, and confesses that he 
had ‘betrayed the innocent blood.” All heaven and all earth 
testified to the Son of Man, that He was “holy, harmless, un- 
defiled, and separate from sinners ;” testified to the universe. 
And yet, the universe is invited to come and behold this Being, 
the only innocent Man who had appeared since Adam, deliv- 
ered to torments more cruel than any of Adam’s guilty sons 
had ever endured, “delivered by the determinate counsel” of 
His Father, while without guilt, either personal or imputed ! 
Is this a glorious display of justice? Does this illustrate the 
evil of sin, and the inexorable connection which God’s, benevo- 
lence requires Him to maintain between sin and punishment ? 
Does it not rather confound all moral distinctions, and illustrate 
the evils of holiness, the cruelty and injustice of the Hand that 
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rules the world? There is no explanation of Christ’s suffering 
innocence, which does not involve an insuperable contradiction, 
except the orthodox; and that, we admit, involves a great 
mystery. 

Each of the false schemes attempts to express what is 
true. But ours really includes all that theirs 
claim, while it embraces the vital element 
which they omit, vicarious penal satisfaction. 
And note: It is only by predicating the latter, that the moral 
influences claimed by the inadequate schemes really have place. 
Says the Socinian, Christ’s suffering work is not vicarious, but 
only exemplary, instructive, and confirmatory. Says the mod- 
ern ‘ Liberal Christian ;” it was intended only for that, and to 
present a spectacle of infinite tenderness and mercy, to melt 
the hearts of transgressors. Says the New Haven doctor: It 
was intended for those ends, and also to make a dramatic dis- 
play of God’s opposition to sin, and of its evils. But we reply: 
If it was not a vicarious satisfaction for imputed guilt, then it 
was not consistently either of the others. But if it is vicarious 
satisfaction for guilt, then it also subserves, and admirably sub- 
serves, all these minor ends. 

We now proceed to the centre of the 
a Thee). proofs Of subject to establish what has been several 
times anticipated—Christ’s proper vicarious 

suffering for imputed guilt. ; 

ist. From various sets of Bible phrases, exceedingly nume- 
rous and varied, of which we only present specimens. Thus: 

He is said to have suffered and died “ for us,” “ for the 
ungodly.” “Rom.” ¥ 2°6; 8 3)" andes forsour 
sins.” ~ 1 Pet. tit + 187) wepe dpaorauM soe 
cinians say: “ True, He diedina general sense for us, inasmuch 
as His death is a part of the agency for our rescue: He did die 
to do us good, not for Himself only.” The answer is, that ‘in 
nearly every case, the context proves it a vicarious dying, for our 
guilt. Rom. v: “ We are justified by His blood.” 1 Pet.iii: 18. 
“The just for the unjust.” (d7é0 do:zwy.) Then, also, He is said 
to bea Autvov dyte zoss,0v. Matt. xx: 28. This proposition properly 
signifies substitution. See Matt. ii: 22 for instance. 

Again: He is said to bear our sins, and equivalent expres- 
ste ade AUN sions. “I Peto 2a} rlebiix': Sos aie 
ee ’ © And these words are abundantly defined 

in our sense by Old Testament usage. (cf.) 
Num. ix: 13. An evasion is again attempted, by pointing to 
Matt. viii: 17, and saying that. there, this bearing of man’s sor- 
rows was not an enduring of them in His person, but a bearing 
of them away, a removal of them. We reply, the Evangelist 
refers to Is. lili: 4, not to lili: 6. And Peter says: “He bore 
our sins in His body on the tree.” The language is unique. 

Another unmistakable class of texts, is those in which He 
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is said to be made sin for us; while we are 
made righteousness in Him. Seer Cor.i: 
30; 2 Cor.v: 21. A still more indisputable place is where He 
is said to be made a curse for us. Gal. iii: 13. The orthodox 
meaning, considering the context, is unavoidable. 

Again: He is said in many places to be our Redeemer— 
i. e., Ransomer—and His death, or He, is our 
Ransom, Math. xx: 28 4rrPetse 109%? ¥ Tim: 
imo Ix@orsvisi20, Iteisivain ctorreply that) God’ issaid to 
redeem His people in many places, when the only meaning is, 
that He delivered them; and that Moses is called the redeemer 
of Israel out of Egypt, who certainly did not do this by a vica- 
rious penalty: Christ’s death is a proper ransom, because the 
very price is mentioned. 

Christ’s work is shown to be properly vicarious, from His 
ond. Christ Bore Impu-- Personal innocence. This argument has 
ted Guilt because Per- been anticipated. We shall, therefore, only 
meee tarry to clear it from the Pelagian evasion, 
and to carry it further. Pelagians, seeing that Christ, an inno- 
cent being, must have suffered vicarious punishment, if He suf- 
fered any punishment, deny that the providential evils of life 
are penal at all; and assert that they are only natural, so 
that Adam would have borne them in Paradise; the innocent 
Christ bore them as a natural matter of course. But what is 
the course of nature, except the will of God? Reason says 
that if God is good and just, He will only impose suffering 
where there is guilt. And this is the scriptural account, “death 
by sin.” 

Further, Christ suffered far otherwise than is natural to 
good men. We do not allude so much to the peculiar severity 
of that combination of poverty, malice, treachery, destitution, 
slander, reproach and murder, visited on Christ; but to the 
sense of spiritual death, the horror, the fear, the pressure of 
God’s wrath and desertion, and the satanic buffetings let loose 
against Him. (Luke xxii : 53; Matt. xxvi: 38; xxvii: 46). See 
how manfully Christ approaches His martyrdom; and how 
sadly He sinks under it when it comes! Had He borne noth- 
ing more than natural evil, He would have been inferior to 
other merely human heroes; and instead of recognizing the 
exclamation of Rousseau as just: “ Socrates died like a phil- 
osopher; but Jesus Christ as a God,” we must give the palm of 
superior fortitude to the Grecian sage. Christ’s crushing ago- 
nies must be accounted for by His bearing the wrath of God 
for the sins of the world. 

Another just argument for Christ’s proper vicarious sacri- 
fice is brought from the acknowledged belief 
of the whole Pagan world, at the Christian 
era especially, concerning the meaning and 
intent of their bloody sacrifices. No one doubts that, however 
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mistaken the Pagans are, they have always regarded their 
bloody sacrifices as proper offerings for guilt. Now, we use 
this fact in two ways. First. Here is the great testimony of 
man’s universal conscience to the necessity of satisfaction for 
human guilt. Second. The sacred writers knew that this was 
what the whole world understood by “ sacrifice.” Why, then, 
did they call Jesus Christ, in so many phrases, a sacrifice? Did 
they wish to deceive ? 

We find another powerful Bible proof, in the import of the 
Levitical sacrifices. This argument is con- 
tained in two propositions. First. The theo- 
logical idea designed to be symbolized in the Levitical sacri- 
fices, was a substitution of a victim, and the vicarious suffering 
7 it in the room of the offerer, for his guilt. (See Levit. xvii: 

> Levitt: 4, et) passimy xvil: 21)e Second, »Christas, the 
sate of which all these ceremonies were shadows. (See 
Jno; 12) 205-40' Cor. xv 35. 52)Cor iv: 21go)Eteb. avi aaa 
11-14, &c., &c.) Now, surely the great idea and meaning of 
the types is not lacking in the antitype! Surely the body is not 
more unsubstantial than the shadow! This important argument 
may be seen elaborated with great learning and justice, in the 
standard works on Theology, as Dick or Ridgley, in works on 
Atonement, such, especially, as Magee; and in works on the 
sacred archeology of the Hebrews, such as Outram, Fairbairn, 
&c. Hence few words about it. 

The value of Christ’s work may be ei to depend on the 

5. Conditions of following circumstances: 
Efficacy of Christian The infinite dignity of His person. (See 
Atonement. Lect. xxxix. 
The possession of the nature of His redeemed people. 
His freedom from all prior personal obligation to obey and 


suffer. 


a His authority over His own life, to lay it down as He 
dsased. 

rlis voluntariness in undertaking the task. 

His explicit acceptance by the Father as our Priest. 

chese have been already expounded]. 

His union with His people. 


4th. Jewish Sense. 


LECTURE XLII. 
NATURE OF CHRIST’S SACRIFICE.—Continued, 
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6, Refute the Socinian and Semi-Pelagian Objections to the Doctrine of vicari- 
ous satisfaction ; viz : 


(a). That Satisfaction and Remission are inconsistent. 
(b). That our theory makes out the Father a vindicitive being. 
(c). That the only thanks are due to Christ. 


(d). That either the divine Nature must have been the specific seat of the suffer- 
ing; or it else must have been eternal. 


(e). That Imputation is immoral and a legal fiction. 
See Turrettin, Loc. xiv, Qu. ¥1, and Vol. iv. Disputationes, 20, 21, de satis- 
fac. Chr. A. A. Hodge on Atonement, ch. 20, pt.1. Dr Ch. Hodge, Theo. 


Decl. 739 7.2 Ick, Lect ’58. Ridgley, Qu. ang 5- Watson’s Theo. 
Inst. ch. 20. 


7. What was the Design of God in Christ’s satisfaction, and the extent of that 


design? State hereon, (a). The Pelagian. (b). The Wesleyan. (c). The Hy- 
pothetic Universalist, or ‘‘ Armyraut-View.”’ (d). The Calvinist. 
Turretin Qu. 14. Hodge on Atonement, pt. i. Hill, bk. iv. ch. 6. | Whitby’s 
Five Points. Hodge’s Theo. pt. iii, ch. 8 Cunningham’s Hist. Theol. ch. 20, 


giv. Watson’s Theo. Inst. especially ; ch. 25-38. Bellamy Works, Vol. i, 
pp- 382, &c. Baxter’s Works. 


{ )BJECTIONS to our view of vicarious ce ae are 

chiefly of Socinian and Pelagian origin. It is objected 
that we represent the Father in an odious 
light, as refusing to remit anything till His 
vindictiveness is satiated, and that to suppose full satisfaction 
made to the penal demands of law, leaves no grace in the 
remission of sin. It is not of grace, but of debt. 

The answer to the former part of this objection is sug- 
gested in the lecture on Necessity of Atone- 
ment. Add, that Christ’s atoning work did 
not dispose the Father to be merciful; but. 
the Father sent Him to mdke it, because He was eternally dis- 
posed to be merciful. The objection is Tritheistic. There is 
no mercifulness in the Son that was not equally in the Father. 

To the latter part of the objection the answer is plain: 
Satisfaction to Law is not incompatible with gracious remission ; 
unless the same person pays the debt who receives the grace. 
Does the Socinian rejoin: that still, the debt is paid, (we Cal- 
vinists say, fully,) and no matter by whom paid, it can not be 
remitted? The answer is three-fold: (a) There is grace on the 
Father’s part, because He mercifully sent His Son to make the 
Satisfaction. (b) The distinctions made in the last lecture, in 
defining Satisfaction, answer the whole cavil. As Satisfaction 
does not release zfso facto, the creditor's grace appears also, in 
his optional assent. 

In fine: The Father’s grace on our scheme is infinitely 
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higher than on Socinian or semi-Pelagian. According to them, 
redemption only opens the door for the sinner to work out his 
own salvation.. He may thank God and Christ somewhat, for 
being so kind as to open the door; and himself more for doing 
the work! But on our scheme, God, moved @ frori by His 
own infinite mercy, gives us Christ, to reconcile vicariously the 
divine attributes with our pardon; and gives us in Him, a com- 
plete justification, new heart, sanctification, perseverance, resur- 
rection, and eternal life. 

The Socinians object, that on our scheme, since Christ 

: fully pays the Father, and He remits nothing, 
pep eners Grace to the’ redeemed have only Christ to thank. 
The answer to this is contained in the pre- 

ceding. 

It is a favourite objection of the Socinians, that if Christ is 
God, we Calvinists represent Him as placa- 
ting Himself, by His own vicarious offering; 
which involves the absurdity of supposing 
Him so angry as to demand penalty, and so merciful as 
to pay it, all in one-breath. The answer is: (a) This diffi- 
culty concerning God’s wrath only exists, when we view it 
anthrcpopathically, (b) Such a state of mind, though contra- 
dictory in a private person, who had nothing but personal con- 
siderations to govern him, is not inconsistent in a public Persoi. 
who has government interests to reconcile in pardoning. (c) I 
is His humanity which suffers the penal satisfaction, His divinit 
which demands it. (d) The objection is an argument ad zgnor: 
antia. We do not know all the mystery of the persons in the 
Trinity, but have good reason to believe that the Son acts 
economically in the Covenant of Grace, as man’s representa- 
tive, and the Father as that of all three persons. | 

4. Socinians object, that since an infinite number of sins 
are to be atoned, Christ must have paid an infinite penalty ; and 
therefore you must either make His humanity suffer forever, or 
else make His proper divinity suffer. If the latter alternative 
is taken, there are two absurdities. God is impassible. But 
2d, if He can suffer at all, one single pang of pain was of infi- 
nite value (according to Calvinistic principles), and hence all 
the rest was superfluous cruelty in God. | 

The answers are: First. Infinite guilt demands an infinite 

How CouldTemporal Punishment, but not therefore an everlasting 
Suffering Satisfy forIn- one; provided the sufferer could suffer an 
pace infinite one in a limited time. We do not 
view the atoning value of Christ’s sacrifice, as a quantity, to be 
divided out by pound’s weight, like some material commodity. 
We do not hold that there must be an arithmetical relation 
between the quantity of sacrifice, and the number and size of 
the sins to be satisfied for; nor do we admit that, had the sins 
of the whole body of elect. believers been greater, the suffer- 


3. Does Christ pla- 
cate Himself? 
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ings of the substitute must also have been increased ; as when 
the merchant buys more pounds of the commodity, he must pay 
more money for his purchase. The compensation made to jus- 
tice is not commercial, but moral. A piece of money in the 
hand of a king is worth no more than in the hands of a ser- 
vant; but the penal sufferings of a king are. One king captive 
would exchange for many captive soldiers. Hence, Christ paid, 
not the very total of sufferings we owed, but like sufferings, not 
of infinite amount, but of infinite dignity. 

Christ's sufferings were vast; and the capacity for feeling 
and enduring conferred on His humanity by the united divinity, 
enabled Him to bear, in one life-time, great wrath. Second. 
It is the great doctrine of hypostatical union, according to 
Heb. ix: 14, which grounds the infinite value of Christ’s suffer- 
ings. (See that doctrine, Lect. 39th.) As the infinite nature 
of the God, against whom sin is committed, makes it an infinite 
evil, although the act of finite creature, so the acts of Christ’s 
human nature in suffering, have infinite value, because of the 
dignity of His person. As to the latter part of the Socinian 
objection, the answer is, that one pang, or one drop of blood, 
would not suffice; because the law demanded a penalty of 
similar kind to that incurred by man; a bodily death and a 
spiritual death. 

The 5th, and most radical objection is, that imputation is 

at best a legal fiction; and vicarious punish- 
oe not ment intrinsically immoral. They say, God 
has pronounced it so; (Deut. xxiv: 16; 
Ezek. xviii : 4, 20,) and the moral sense of civilized common- 
wealths, banishing laws about hostages and avteduyor. They 
argue that the immorality of the act is nothing but that of the 
agent; that desert of punishment is nothing but this intuitive 
judgment of immorality in the agent, when brought into rela- 
tion with law; and therefore when penalty is separated from 
personal immorality, it loses. its moral propriety wholly. 
Hence guilt must be as untransferable as immorality. 
To the scriptural arguments, we answer: God forbids 
imputation of capital guilt by human mag- 
God not to be Meas” istrates; or on special occasion, (Ezek. 18th.) 
ured here by Men. : : : ; 
foregoes the exercise of it fora time Himself; 
but that He customarily claims the exercise of it in His own 
government, See in Josh. vii: 15; Matt. xxiti: 35, The differ- 
ences between God’s government and man’s, fully explain this. 
Human magistrates are themselves under law, in common with 
those they rule; God above law, and His will is law. They 
shortsighted ; He infinitely wise. They cannot find one who is 
entitled. to offer his life for his neighbor, it is not his property ; 
God’s substitute could dispose of His own life. (Jno. x: 18.) 
They, if the avreduxyoc were found,could not ensure the repentance 
and reform of the released criminal ; without which his enlarge- 
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ment is improper; God does. (Acts v: 31.) The human 
avtuboyos, having sacrificed his life, could never resume it, and 
his loss to the community would be irreparable; so that the 
transaction would give to society an injurious member, at the 
expense of taking from it a righteous and useful one. But 
Christ resumes the life laid down, and His useful position in 
the universe. For such reasons as these, it may be improper 
to have substitutes for capital guilt in man’s government; 
and yet very proper in God’s. ' : 

This, of course, implies that it is only made with the 
free consent of the substitute. This Christ gave. 

To the rational argument I reply: : 

If the objection be (4) It proves too much, viz: that there 
True, then Pardon is can be no remission in God’s government 
Immoral. at all. For, when pardon is asserted on 
the general plan of the Socinian and rationalist, the elements 
of guilt and immorality are distinguished and separated. i. e., 
the guilt is alienated from the sinning agent, while the bad char- 
acter remains his, so far as the pardoning act is concerned. 
Is not his own compunction the same as before? Hence 
his repentance; and the human reason apprehends that no 
state of soul is so appropriate to the pardoned man, as one 
that abounds in the heartfelt confessions of his ill desert. 
But we have proved irrefragably that God’s rectoral justice 
includes the disposition to give appropriate penalty to sin, 
as truly, and in the same way, as His disposition to bestow 
appropriate reward on obedience. The two are correlative. 
If the one sort of legal sanction is not righteously separable 
from the personal attribute of the agent, even with his own 
consent, then the other sort (the penal) is not. But when 
God treats the holy Surety as guilty, (not immoral,) He 
makes the same separation of elements, which is made, if 
He should, (without vicarious satisfaction, as the rationalists 
say He does,) treat the guilty sinner as guiltless (not holy) 
by remitting a penalty of which he continues to confess 
himself personally deserving, (as God knows very well he is.) 

(b.) If imputation. of guilt (without personal immor- 
ality) to Christ is unjust, even with His own consent; then 
a fortiori, laying of sufferings upon Him without even 
imputed guilt, is still more unjust. This for the Socinian. 

God, in His providential rule over mankind, often makes 
ia this separation between the personal bad 

(c ) Penal Consequen- 
ces Transferred by Pro- Character and penal consequences; for the 
vidence and Society. punishments incurred in the course of nature 

by vice, descend to posterity; while so far 
is He from imputing the personal unworthiness always along — 
with the penalty, the patient and holy enduring of it is counted 
by Him an excellent virtue.. So, too, the whole law of sympa- 
thy (Rom. xii: 15; Gal. vi: 2,).makes the sympathizer suffer 
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the penalty along with the sufferer, and yet, so far from treating 
him as personally defiled with him, regards it as an excellent 
virtue. 

(d.) Man’s own practical judgment habitually makes the 
separation of elements, which the rationalistic objection 
declares impossible, and we feel that the separation is right. 
Thus, when the voluntary security relieves the bankrupt debtor, 
it is only at the cost of what isto hima true mulct (precisely the 
penalty of the debtor’s prodigality), and we feel the security is 
rightly made to pay; but so far is this from being due to his 
personal demerit in the transaction, we feel that he is acting gen- 
_erously and nobly. So, we feel that we justly insist on main- 
taining certain social disabilities against children, incurred by 
parents’ crimes, at the very time we approve the former, as per- 
sonally, deserving people. 

Thus, by indirect refutation, we prove that the objection of 
the rationalist to imputation, and the analysis on which he 
founds it, cannot be true, whether we are able to specify its 
error or not. 

But I think we can specify it. It is inignoring the broad dis- 

tinction which divines make between poten- 

gies hoo and tial and actual guilt—i. e., between the qual- 

ity of ill-desert, and the obligation to punish- 

met. Consider the objector’s process (fairly stated above), and 

it will be seen that itis this: Because the judgment we have of 

the ill-desert of the bad agent is nothing else than the judgment 

we had of his badness, viewed in its relation to law, therefore 

his guilt (obligation to penalty) is as personal and inseparable to 

him, as his quality of badness. This is sophism. The true 
analysis is this. 

The badness of the act is nothing else than the badness o 
the agent; and is his personal quality or attribute. The judg- 
ment of ill-desert arises immediately therefrom, when his quality 
is viewed in relation to law. True. But whatis law? Relig- 
ion’s law is nothing else than God’s will, which is its source and 
measure. So that, as our judgement of the attribute of badness 
takes the form of a judgment of ill-desert, it passes into a judg- 
ment of relation—i. e., between two persons, the sinner and God. 
So that even potential guilt is rather a relation than an attrib- 
ute. But when we pass to actual guilt (which is merely obli- 
gation to penalty, a moral obligation, as I grant, and not 
one of force only), this is not the sinner’s attribute at all; but 
purely a relation. And although its rise was mediated by the 
personal attribute of badness, expressed in the guilty acts, it is 
nota relation of that attribute, abstracted, to something else, 
but of his person to the will of God—i. e., to God willing. And 
in this obligation to penalty, this sovereign willis obligator. It 
is God’s sovereignty, which, though moral, is absolute, that 
imposes it. Now, without teaching that God's will is the sole 
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source of moral distinctions, or retracting anything that I have 
said against that error, I remark, that far too little weight is 
attached, in the objection, to this great fact that this obligation 
to penalty, which we denominate guilt, is one imposed by the 
sovereign and omnipotent will of our Maker and Proprietor. 
Let the mind take in this fact properly, and it will appear how 
rash is the assertion that even He may not, without immorality, 
separate from the person qualified by the attribute of badness, 
this relation to penalty, which His own holy will imposes, even 
though the party to whom the guilt is transferred freely assents ; 
and the divine ends in the transaction are those of holiness. 
But to return: It appears that the agent’s badness is his | 
attribute, his guilt is his relation; and that, a relation to another 
Person and will. The two elements belong to different cate- 
gories in logic! But did any sound mind ever admit this asa 
universal and necessary law of logic (which it must be, to make 
the objection conclusive): that relations are as untransferable as 
attributes ; as inseparable from the things related? Is it so in 
geometry? But it is better to show, in analogous cases, that it 
is not so in metaphysics; e. g., A. expresses, by acts of bene- 
ficence towards me, his quality of benevolence, which institutes 
between us, as persons, the relation of an obligation to grati- 
tude from me tohim. A.is succeeded by his son; and this obli- 
gation, in some degree, transfers itself and attaches itself to 
that son, irrespective of, and in advance of, his exhibiting the 
quality of benevolence for me, in his own personal acts. I pre- 
sent another illustration which is also an argument, because it 
presents an exact analogy—the obligation to recompense— 
resting on me by reason of A’s benefactions tome. I say we 
have here atrue, complete analogy; because this title to recom- 
pense from the object of beneficent acts is a fair counterpart to 
the obligation to bear a penalty from the ruler, who is the 
object (or injured party) of the badact. Now, I ask—e, g.: In 
2 Sam. xix ; 31-38, was it incompetent for Barzillai, the Gilead- 
ite, to ask the transfer of King David’s obligation to recom- 
pense to his son Chimham, on the ground of his own loyalty? 
Did not David’s conscience recognize his moral right to make 
the transfer? But it is made irrespective of the transfer of - 
Barzillai’s attribute of loyalty to his son, which, indeed, was out 
of the question. Here, then, is the very separation which I 
claim, as made, in the case of imputation, between the sinner’s 
personal attribute (badness), and his personal relation to God’s 
sovereign will, arising upon his badness (guilt). 
This discussion is of fundamental: importance also, in the 
doctrines of original sin and justification. 
The question of the “extent of the atonement,” as it has 
; been awkwardly called, is one of the most 
2. Theories of extent 4. 5 teat 
af thé Atehenent difficult in the whole range of Calvinistic 
Theology. That man who should profess to 
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see no force in the objections to our views, would only betray 
the shallowness of his mind and knowledge. There are three 
grades of opinion on this subject. 

The theory of the Semi-Pelagian denies any proper impu- 

.. tation of any one’s sins to Christ, makes His 

fica ie ee suffering a mere general exhibition of God's 

wrath against sin, having no relation to one 

person’s sin in particular; and of course it consistently makes 
the atonement perfectly general and indefinite. 

The refutation of this viewis found in the facts already 
argued; that there was a substitution, a vicarious suffering of 
penalty, and a purchasing of the gracious gifts for the redeemed 
which make up the application of redemption. 

The Wesleyan view is, that there was a substitution and 
an imputation; and that Christ provided a 
penal satisfaction for every individual of the 
human race, making His sins remissible, provided he believes 
in Christ; and that He also purchased for every man the 
“remission of original sin, and the gift of common grace, which 
confers a self-determing power of will, and enables any one to 
believe and repent, provided he chooses to use the free-will 
thus graciously repaired aright; God’s purpose of election 
being conditioned on-His foresight of how each sinner would 
improve it. . 

The fatal objections to this scheme are, particularly, that 
it is utterly overthrown by unconditional election, which we 
have proved, and that the Scriptures and experience both con- 
tradict this common grace. But of this, more hereafter. 

The view of the Hypothetical Universalists was professedly 
Calvinistic, and was doubtless, and is, sin- 
cerely held in substance by many honest 
and intelligent Calvinists, (e. g., Richard Baxter, R. Hall, Bel- 
lamy) although Turrettin and Dr. Hodge condemn it as little 
better than Arminianism in disguise. It presents the divine plan 
in redemption thus: God decreed from eternity, to create the 
human race, to permit the fall; then in His infinite compassion, 
to send Christ to atone for every human being’s sins, (conditioned 
on his believing); but also foreseeing that all, in consequence 
of total depravity and the bondage of their will, would inevita- 
bly reject this mercy if left to themselves, He selected out of 
the whole a definite number of elect, to whom He also gave, in 
His sovereign love, grace to “make them willing in the day of 
His power.” The non-elect, never enjoying this persuasive 
grace, infallibly choose to reject the provided atonement; aud 
so, as its application is suspended on faith, they fail to receive 
the benefit .of it, and perish. : 

This theory, if amended so as to say that God sent His 
Son to provide a vicarious satisfaction for the 
sin of all whom His Providence intended to 
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place under the Gospel offers, would be liable to less objection 
than the others. But several objections lie against it. In the 
first place, the advantage proposed to be gained by it appears 
illusory. It was hoped that this view would meet the cavils 
urged by Arminians against the seeming lack of candour in 
offering Christ’s sacrifice for reconciliation, to those for whom 
God never designed it. But I submit that this cavil is not in 
the least dissolved by saying, that God designed Christ’s sac- 
rifice to provide satisfaction for every non-elect man’s guilt, 
which would avail for his atonement only on condition of his 
true faith, while the omniscience of God showed him that this 
sinner would certainly refuse this faith, in consequence of his 
total depravity, and God’s purpose was distinctly formed not to 
remove that depravity by His effectual grace. To say that God 
purposed, even conditionally, the reconciliation of that sinner 
by Christ’s sacrifice, while also distinctly proposing to do noth- 
ing effectual to bring about the fulfillment of the condition He 
knew the man would surely refuse, is contradictory. It is hard 
to see how, on: this scheme, the sacrifice is related more bene- 
ficially to the non-elect sinner, than on the strict Calvinist’s 
plan. Second: The statement of Amyraut involves the same 
vice of arrangement pointed out in the supralapsarian and sub- 
lapsarian plans: it tends towards assigning a sequence to the 
parts of the decree, as it subsists in God’s mind. He thinks 
and purposes it as one cotemporaneous, mutually connected 
whole. The student is referred to the remarks already made 
upon this error. Third, and chiefly, Armyraut has to represent 
the graces which work effectual calling, while free and unmerited, 
indeed, as yet the free gift of the Father's electing love, irre- 
spective of Christ’s purchase, (for that is represented as made in 
common for all) and not mediated to the elect sinner through 
Christ’s sacrifice. | Since Christ’s intercession is expressly 
grourded in His. sacrifice, we shall have to conceive of the 
benefit of effectual calling as also not mediated to the sinner by 
Christ’s intercession. But this is all contrary to Scripture ; 
which represents Christ as the channel, through which all saving 
benefits come, and the very graces which fulfil the instrumental 
conditions of salvation as a part of His purchase for His peo- 
ple. See, for instance, Acts v :'31; Rom) viii+ 32; Ephoag3 
ee Tinie o>. Titus) is races berr une 3, ar 

The view of the strict Calvinist is as follows: God de- 
creed to. create) the race, to permit aie ial), 
and then, in His infinite compassion, He 
elected out of the fallen an innumerable multitude, chosen in 
Christ, to be delivered from this ruin; and for them Christ was 
sent, to make full penal satisfaction for their unrighteousness, 
and purchase for them all graces of effectual calling and spiritual 
life and bodily resurrection, which make up a complete redemp- 
tion, by His righteousness and intercession founded thereon. 
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It represents the Atonement as limited only by the secret inten- 
tion of God as to its application, and not in its own sufficiency 
for, or adaptation to all. Symmetrical theory, but attended 
with some difficulties. 

In proof of the general correctness of this theory of the 

extent of the Atonement, we should attach 
but partial force to some of the arguments 
advanced by Symington and others, or even by Turrettin. e. g. 
That Christ says, He died “for His sheep,” for ‘“ His Church,” 
for “ His friends,” &c., is not of itself conclusive. The proof 
of a proposition does. not disprove its converse. All the force 
which we could properly attach to this class of passages is the 
probability arising from the frequent and emphatic repetition 
of this affirmative statement as to a definite object. Nor would 
weattach any force to the argument, that if Christ made penal 
satisfaction for the sins of all, justice would forbid any to be 
punished. To urge this argument surrenders virtually the very 
ground on which the first Socinian objection was refuted, and is 
incompatible with the facts that God chastises justified believers, 
and holds elect unbelievers subject to wrath till they believe. 
Christ’s satisfaction is not a pecuniary equivalent; but only such 
a one as enables the Father, consistently with His attributes, to 
pardon, if in His mercy He sees fit. The whole avails of the 
satisfaction to a given man is suspended on His belief. There 
would be no injustice to the.man, if he remaining an unbeliever, 
his guilt were punished twice over, first in his Saviour, and then 
in Him. See Hodge on Atonement, page 369. 
But the irrefragable grounds on which we 
prove that the redemption is particular are 
these: | 
(a) From the doctrines. of unconditional election, and the 
Covenant of Grace. (Argument is one, for 
Covenant of Grace is but one aspect of elec- 
tion). The Scriptures tell us that those who are to be saved in 
Christ are a number definitely elected and given to Him from 
eternity, to be redeemed by His mediation. Howcan anything 
be plainer from this than that there was a purpose in God's 
atonement, as to them, other than that it had as to the rest of 
mankind? See Scriptures. 

(b) The immutability of God’s purposes. (Is. xlvi: 10; 2 

' Tim. ii: 19). If God ever intended to save 

ievegina pene any soul in Christ, [and He has a definite 
intention to save or not to save towards every 

soul], that soul will certainly be saved. Jno. x: 27, 28; vi: 
7-40. Hence, all whom God ever intended to save in Christ 

will be saved. But some souls will never be saved; therefore 
some souls God never intended to be saved by Christ’s atone- 
ment. The strength of this argument can scarcely be over- 
rated. Here it is seen that a limit as to the intention of the 


Inconclusive Proofs. 


Real Proofs of Cal- 
vinistic Theory. 


From Decree. 


522 - “SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


atonement must be asserted to rescue God’s power, purpose and 
wisdom. 

(c) The same fact is proved by this, that Christ’s interces- 

yard _ sion is limited. (See Jno. xvii: 9, 20). -We 
ee Intercession {now that Christ’s intercession is always 

prevalent. (Rom. viii: 34; Jno. xi: 42). If 
He -interceded for all, all would be saved. But all will not be 
saved. Hence there are some for whom He does not plead the 
merit of His atonement. But He is the “same yesterday, to- 
day and forever.” Hence there were some for whom, when He 
made atonement, He did not intend to plead it. 

(d) Some sinners (i. e., elect), receive from God gifts of 
conviction, regeneration, faith, persuading and 
enabling them to embrace Christ, and thus 
make His atonement effectual to themselves; while other sin- 
ners do not. But these graces are a part of the purchased 
redemption,and bestowed through Christ. Hence His redemp- 
tion was intended to affect some as it did not others. (See 
above). | 

(ec) Experience proves the same. A large part of the 
human race were already in hell before the atonement was 
made. Another large part never hear of it. But “faith com- ' 
eth by hearing.” (Rom. x), and faith is the condition of its 
application. Since their condition is determined intentionally 
by God's providence, it could not be His intention that the | 
atonement should avail for them equally with those who hear. 
and believe. This view is destructive, particularly, of the 
Arminian scheme. 

(f) “ Greater love hath no man than this, that a man lay 

aM down his life for his friends.” But the greater 
Christ® Love: includes the less; whence it follows, that if 
God the FatHer and Christ cherighed fora 
given soul the definite electing love which was strong enough to 
pay for him the sacrifice of Calvary, it is not credible that this 
love would then refuse the less costly gifts of effectual calling 
and sustaining grace. This is the very argument of Rom: v: 
10, and viii: 31-end. This inference would not be conclusive, if 
drawn merely from the beneyolence of God’s nature, sometimes 
called in Scripture, “ his tove;” but in every case of his defi- 
nite electing love, it is demonstrative. 

Hence, it is absolutely impossible for us to retain the 
dogma, that Christ, in design, died equal y for all. We are 
compelled to hold that He died for Peter and Paul in some 
sense in which He did not for Judas. No consistent mind can 
hold the Calvinistic creed, as to man’s total depravity towards 
God, his inability of will, God’s decree, God’s immutable attri- 
butes of sovereignty and omnipotence over free agents, omni- 
science and wisdom, and stop- short of this conclusion. So 
much every intelligent opponent admits, and in disputing par- 
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ticular redemption to this extent, at least, he always attacks 
these connected truths as falling along with the other. 

In a word, Christ’s work for the elect does not merely put 
them in a salvable state; but purchases for them a complete 
and assured salvation. To him who knows the depravity and 
bondage of his own heart, any less redemption than this would 
bring no comfort. : 

But the difficulties which beset the subject are great; and 

But the Subject Dit. UNless you differ from me, you will feel that 
ficult. (a) From Uni- the manner in which they are dealt with by 
eae Offer of Atone- some Calvinistic writers, is unsatisfactory. 

i The objections are of two classes: From 
the universal offer of atonement through Christ, and from Scrip- 
ture. The fact that God makes this offer literally universal, 
cannot be doubted, nor must we venture to insinuate that He 
is not sincere therein. (Matt. xxviii: 19; Mark xvi: 16, 17). 
The usual answer given by Calvinists of the rigid school to this 
objection:is, that God may sincerely offer this salvation to every 
creature, because, although not designed for all, it is in its 
nature sufficient for, and adapted to all. They say that since 
Christ’s sacrifice is of infinite value, and as adequate for cover- 
ing all the sins of every sinner in the universe,as of one; and 
since Christ bears the common nature of all sinners, and God's 
revealed, and not His secret, decretive, will is the proper rule of 
man’s conduct, this satisfaction may be candidly offered to all. 
Arminians rejoin, that this implies an adoption of their concep- 
tion of the nature of the atonement, as a general satisfaction 
for human guilt as a mass and whole; that the punishment of 
gospel-hardened sinners for unbelief (which we admit will 
occur), would be unjust on our scheme, since by it they would 
be punished for not believing what would not be true, if they 
had believed it; and that since, on our scheme the believing of 
a non-elect sinner is not naturally, but only morally impossible, 
it is a supposable case for argument’s sake, and this case sup- 
posed, God could not be sincere, unless such a sinner should be 
saved in Christ, supposing He came. The honest mind will 
feel these objections to be attended with real difficulty. Thus, 
in defining the nature of Christ vicarious work, Calvinists assert 
a proper substitution and imputation of individuals’ sins. On 
the strict view, the sins of the non-elect were never imputed to 
Christ. The fact, then, that an infinite satisfaction was made 
for imputed ‘guilt, does not seem to be a sufficient ground for 
offering the benefits thereof. to those whose sins were never 
imputed. 

The student should understand fully the ingenious perti- 
nacity, with which this line of objection is urged, and re-in- 
forced; from the command which makes it all sinners’ duty to 
believe on Christ for their own salvation ; from the alleged impos- 
sibility of their reaching any appropriating faith by the Calvin- 
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istic view, and from the various warnings of Scripture, which 
clearly contemplate the possible destruction of one for whom 
Christ died. Our opponents proceed thus. God commands 
every man to believe on Christ. But since only an appropri- 
ating faith saves, and since God of course calls for a saving 
faith, and not the faith of Devils: God commands every man 
to appropriate Christ by h’s faith. But the man for whom 
Christ did not die has no right to appropriate Him: it would 
be erroneous presumption, and not faith. Again: both Roman- 
ists arid Arminians object, that the strict Calvinistic scheme 
would make it necessary, for a man’s mind to pass through and 
accept a paralogism, in order to believe unto salvation. This 
point may be found, stated with the utmost adroitness, in the 
works of Bellamy, (doco citato). He argues: if I know that 
Christ died only for the elect, then I must know whether I'am 
elect, in order to be sure that He died for me. But God’s elec- 
tion is secret, and it is mere fanaticism to pretend that I know 
my own election by direct revelation. My name is nowhere 
set down specifically in the Bible. That book directs me to 
find out my election @ posteriori, by finding in my own graces 
the results of the. secret decree towards me. Thus I am shut 


up to this sophism, in order to obey God’s command to believe : — 


I must assume, in advance of proof, that I am elected, in order 
to attain through faith the Christian traits, by which alone I can 
infer that Iam elected. The third argument is that founded on 
the warnings against apostasy. In Rom. xiv: 15, for instance, 
the Apostle cautions strong Christians “not to destroy, with 
their meat, those for whom Christ died.” Hebrews x : 29, the 
apostate ‘counts the blood of the covenant wherewith he was 
sanctified, an unholy thing.” 2 Peter ii: 1, heretics “even deny 
the Lord that bought them.” Here, it is urged, Calvinists must 
either hold that some of the elect perish, or that Christ died for 
others than the elect. 
The other class of objections is from the Scriptures; e. g.: 
[b] From Texts -Lhose which speak of Christ as having com- 
Teaching a Seeming passion for, or dying for, “the whole world,” 
Pray crea ithy- “all” “ alicmnem’ everyman; eens, nace 
29 ; JNO 16) iv + 42°; vies em eiC er reo Mei ee 
27) Jno. xi + 3245 1 Cor. x w 8 Oa enaree aes oe biryani 
1 Tim. iv: 10; Heb. ii: 9, &c. The usual explanation, offered 
by the strict Calvinists, of these texts is this: that terms seem- 
ingly universal often have to be limited to a universality within 
certain bounds by the context, as in Matt. iii: 5; that in New 
Testament times, especially when the gospel was receiving its 
grand extension from one little nation to all nations, it'is reason- 
able to expect that strong affirmatives would be used as to its 
extent, which yet should be strained to mean nothing more than 
this: that persons of every nation in the world were given to 
Christ. Hence, “the world,” “all the world,” should be taken 
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to mean no more than people of every nation in the world, 
without distinction, &c. There is a certain amount of justice in 
these views; and many of these passages, as I Cor. xv: 22 
Ino, -i5,29, and xii: 32, may be adequately explained by them. 
The explanation is also greatly strengthened by this fact, too 
little pressed by Calvinists, that ultimately, the vast majority of 
the whole mass of humanity, including all generations, will be 
actually redeemed by Christ. There is to be a time, blessed be 
God, when literally all the then world will be saved by Christ, 
when the world will be finally, completely, and wholly lifted by 
Christ out of the gulf, and sink no more. So that there isa 
sense, most legitimate,in which Christ is the prospective Saviour 
of the world. 

But there are others of these passages, to which I think, 
the candid mind will admit, this sort of explanation is inappli- 
cable. In Jno. iii ; 16, make “the world” which Christ loved, 
to mean “the elect world ;” and we reach the absurdity, that 
some of the elect may not believe, and perish. In 2 Cor. v: 
15, if we make the all for whom Christ died, mean only the all 
who live unto Him—1i. e., the elect—it would seem to be implied 
that of those elect for whom Christ died, only a part will live to 
Christ. In 1 Jno. ii: 2, it is at least doubtful whether the 
express phrase, “ whole world,” can be restrained to the world 
of elect as including other than Jews. For it is indisputable, 
that the Apostle extends the propitiation of Christ beyond 
those whom he speaks of as “we,” in verse first. ‘The interpre- 
tation described obviously proceeds on the assumption that these 
are only Jewish believers. Can this be substantiated? Is this 
catholic epistle addressed only to Jews? This is more than 
doubtful. It would seem then, that the Apostle’s scope is, to 
console and encourage sinning believers with the thought, that 
since Christ made expiation for every man, there is no.danger 
that He will not be found a propitiation for them who, having 
already believed, now sincerely turn to him from recent sins. 

Having made these candid admissions, I now return to test 
the opposing points above recited. I take 
them in reversed order. The language of 
Peter, and that of Hebrews x : 24, may receive an entirely ade- 
quate solution, without teaching that Christ actually “ bought,” 
or “sanctified” any apostate, by saying that the Apostles speak 
there “ad hominem.’ The crime of the heretic is justly en- 
hanced by the fact, that the Christ, whose truth he is now out- 
raging, is claimed by him as gracious Redeemer. It is always 
fairto hold a man to the results of his own assertions. This 
heretic says Christ has laid him under this vast debt of grati- 
tude: so much the worse then, that he should injure his asserted 
benefactor. But there is another view: The addressing of hypo- 
thetical warnings of apostasy or destruction to believers is 
wholly compatible with the efficacy of Christ’s work, and the 
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immutability of God’s counsel for them. For that counsel is 
executed in them, by moral and rational means, among which 
the force of truth holds the prime place. And among these 
truths, the fact that if they are not watchful and obedient, pro- 
fessed believers may fall, is most reasonably calculated to pro- 
duce watchfulness. But naturally speaking, they may fall; for 
the impossibility of destroying the elect is only moral, proceed- 
ing from the secret purpose of God. This important view will 
be farther illustrated and defended when we argue the perseve- 
rance of the saints: where it will be found to have a similar 
application. 

The second and first objections really receive the same 
solution. That the process described by Dr. Bellamy is a par- 
alogism, we freely admit. But Calvinists do not consider it as 
a fair statement of the mode in which the mind of a believer 
moves. Turrettin (Loc. xiv: Qu. 14, § 45, &c.) has given an 
exhaustive analysis of this difficulty, as well as of its kindred 
one. He had distinguished the reflex, from the direct actings 
of faith, He nowreminds the objector, that the assurance of 
our own individual interest in God’s purposes of mercy is 
reached only a posteriori, and by this reflex element of faith. The 
reflex element cannot logically arise, until the direct has scrip- 
tural place in the soul. What then is the objective proposition, 
on which every sinner is:commanded to believe? It is not, 
that “Christ designed His death expressly for me.” But it is, 
“ whosoever believeth shall be saved.” This warrant is both 
general and specific enough to authorize any man to venture on 
Christ. The very act of venturing on Him brings that soul 
within the whosoever. It is only voluntary unbelief which can 
ground an exclusion of any man from that invitation, so that it 
is impossible that any man, who wishes to come to Christ, can 
be embarrassed by any lack of warrant to come. But now, the 
soul, having believingly seen the warrant, “whosoever believeth 
shall be saved,” and becoming conscious of its own hearty faith, 
draws, by a reflex act, the legitimate deduction; “Since “I 
believe, I am saved.” Unless he has first trusted in the general 
invitation, we deny that he hasany right, or that God makes it 
his duty, to draw that inference. Hence, we deny that God 
commands the sinner to believe himself elected, or to believe 
himself saved, by the primary act of his faith, The Armin- 
ian asks: Does not God, in requiring him to believe, require 
him to exercise all the parts of a saving faith? I reply: 
He does; but not out of their proper order. He requires the 
lost sinner first to accept the general warrant, “ whosoever 
will,” in order that he may, thereby, proceed to the deduction; 
“Since I have accepted it I am saved.” Thus it appears, 
that in order for the sinner to see his warrant for coming to 
Christ, it is not necessary for him presumptuously to assume 
his own election; but after he embraces Christ, he learns his 
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election, in the scriptural way pointed out by Peter, from 
his calling. ' 

This seems, then, to be the candid conclusion: that 
there is no pasaage in the Bible which asserts 
an intention to apply redemption to any 
others than the elect, on the part of God and Christ; but that 
there are passages which imply that Christ died for ail sinners 
in some sense, as Dr. Ch. Hodge has so expressly admitted. 
Certainly the expiation made by Christ is so related to all, 
irrespective of election, that God can sincerely invite all to 
enjoy its benefits, that every soul in the world who desires 
salvation is warranted to appropriate it; and that even a Judas, 
had he come in earnest, would not have been cast out. 

But the arguments which we adduced on the affirmative 
side of the question demonstrate that Christ’s redeeming work 
was limited in intention to the elect. The Arminian dogma 
that He did the same redeeming work in every respect for all, 
is preposterous and unscriptural. But at the same time, if the 
Calvinistic scheme be strained as high as some are inclined, a 
certain amount of justice will be found against them in the 
Arminian objections. Therefore, J medziis tutissime ibis. The 
well known Calvinistic formula, that “Christ died sufficiently 
for all, efficaciously for the Elect,’ must be taken ina sense 
consistent with all the passages of Scripture which are cited 
above. 

I will endeavor to contribute what I can to the adjustment 
of this intricate subject in the form ofa series of remarks. 

The difficulty which besets this solemn subject is no doubt 

The Difficulty: the in part insuperable for finite minds. Indeed, 
Same as inthe Decree, it is the same difficulty which besets the pe Pay. 
io be Resolved in the tion of God’s election to man’s free agency, 
Bee Srey (and not a new one), re-appearing in a new 
phase; for redemption is limited precisely by the decree, and 
by nothing else. We shall approximate a solution as nearly as 
is perhaps practicable for man, by considering the same truths 
to which we resort in the seeming paradox arrising from elec- 
tion. There are in the Bible two classes of truths; those 
which are the practical rule of exertion for manin his own free 
agency; and those which are the recondite and non-practical 
explanations of God’s action towards us; e. g., in Jno.v: 40 
is the one; in Jno. vi: 44.is the other. In Jno. 3: 36 is one; 
ine? Thess.41 2-13 is the other,’ In’ Rev. xxii? r7-is one; in 
Rom. ix: 16 is the other. These classes of truths, when drawn 
face to face, often seem paradoxical; but when we remember 
that God’s sovereignty is no revealed rule for our action, and 
that our inability to do our duty without sovereign grace 
arises only from our voluntary depravity, we see that there is 
no real collision. 

Now Christ is a true substitute. His sufferings were penal 
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spe Gatetactign @HG Vicaricus, and made a true satisfaction 
12 Gurist's Satisfaction for all those who actually embrace them by 
faith. But the conception charged on us 
seems to be, as though Christ’s expiation’ were a web of the 
carment of righteousness, to be cut into definite pieces, and dis- 
tributed out, so much to each person of the elect; whence, of 
course, it must have a definite aggregate length, and had God 
seen fit to add any to the number of elect, He must have had an 
additional extent of web woven. This is allincorrect. Satisfaction 
was Christ’s indivisible act, and inseparable vicarious merit, 
infinite in moral value, the whole in its unity and completeness, 
imputed to every believing elect man, without numerical divis- 
ion, substraction or exhaustion. Had there been but one elect 
man, his vicarious satisfaction had been just what it is in its 
essential nature. Had God elected all sinners, there would have 
been no necessity to make Christ’s atoning sufferings essentially 
different. Remember, the limitation is’ precisely in the decree, 
and no where else. It seems plain that the vagueness and 
ambiguity of the modern term ‘‘ atonement,” has very much 
complicated the debate. This word, not classical in the 
Reformed theology, is used sometimes for satisfaction for guilt, 
sometimes for the reconciliation ensuing thereon; until men on 
both sides of the debate have forgotten the distinction. The 
one is cause; the other effect. The only NewTestament sense 
the word atonement has is that of zaraddayy, reconciliation. But . 
expiation is another idea. Katashayy is personal. LéedAaopog is 
impersonal. Aartaddajy is multiplied, being repeated as often as 
a sinner comes to the expiatory blood: esedaomog is single. 
unique, complete; and, in itself considered, has no more rela- 
tion to one man’s sins than another. As itis applied in effect- 
ual calling, it becomes personal, and receives a limitation. But 
in itself, limitation is irrelevant to it. Hence, when men use the 
word atonement, as they so often do, in the sense of expiation, 
the phrases, “limited atonement,” “ particular atonement,” have 
no meaning. Redemption is limited, i. e., to true believers, and 
is particular. Expiation is not limited. 
There is no safer clue for the student through this per- 
plexed subject, than to take this proposition ; 
3. God’sDesignand which, toevery Cavanist, is nearly as indis- 
Result Exactly Co-ex- ; : ee F ‘ : 
' tensive. putable as a truism; Christ’s design in His 
vicarious work was to effectuate exactly 
what it does effectuate, and all that it effectuates, in its subse- 
quent proclamation. This is but saying that Christ’s purpose 
is unchangeable and omnipotent. Now, what does it actually 
effectuate? “ We know only in part;”’ but so much is certain: 
(a.) The purchase of the full and assured redemption of 
all the elect, or of all believers. 
(b.) A reprieve of doom for every sinner of Adam's race 
who does not die at his birth. (For these we believe it has pur- 
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chased heaven). And this reprieve gains for all, many substan- 
tial, though temporal benefits, such as unbelievers, of all men, 
will be the last to account no benefits. Among these are post- 
ponement of death and perdition, secular well-being, and the 
bounties of life. : 

(c.) A manifestation of God’s mercy to many of the non- 
elect, to all those, namely, who live under the Gospel, in sin- 
cere offers of a salvation on terms of faith. Anda sincere offer 
is a real and not a delusive benefaction; because it is only the 
recipient’s contumacy which disappoints it. 

(d.) A justly enhanced condemnation of those who reject 
the Gospel, and thereby a clearer display of God’s righteousness 
and reasonableness in condemning, to all the worlds. 

(e.) A disclosure of the infinite tenderness and glory of 
God’s compassion, with purity, truth and justice, to all rational 
creatures. 

Had there been no mediation of Christ, we havenot a parti- 
cle of reason to suppose that the doom of our sinning race 
would have been delayed one hour longer than that of the 
fallen angels. Hence, it follows, that it is Christ who pro- 
cures for non-elect sinners all that they temporarily enjoy, 
which is more than their personal deserts, including the sincere 
offer of mercy. In view of this fact, the scorn which Dr. 
William Cunningham heaps on the distinction of a special, and 
general design in Christ’s satisfaction, is thoroughly short- 
sighted. All wise beings (unless God be the exception), at 
times frame their plans so as to secure a combination of results 
from the same means. This is the very way they display their 
ability and wisdom. Why should God be supposed incapable 
of this wise and fruitful acting ? I repeat ; the design of Christ's 
sacrifice must. have been to effectuate just what it does effectu- 
ate. And we see, that, along with the actual redemption of 
the elect, it works out several other subordinate ends. There 
is then a sense, in which Christ “died for” all those ends, and 
for the persons affected by them. 

The manner in which a volition which dates from eter- 

nity, subsists in the Infinite mind, is doubt- 
4. Pearcy se less, in many respects, inscrutable to us. But 
Madve a cmP"™ since God has told us that we are made in His 

image, we may safely follow the Scriptural 
representations, which describe God’s volitions as having their 
rational relation to subjective motive; somewhat as in man, 
when he wills aright. For, a motiveless volition cannot but 
appear to us as devoid both of character and of wisdom. We 
add, that while God “has no parts nor passions,’ He has told 
us that He has active principles, which, while free from all agi- 
tation, ebb and flow, and mutation, are related in their superior 
measure to man’s rational affections. These active principles 
in God, or passionless affections, are all absolutely holy and 
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good. Last: God’s will is also regulated by infinite wisdom. 
Now, in man, every rational volition is prompted by a motive, 
which is in every case, complex to this degree, at least that it 
involves some active appetency of the will and some prevalent 
judgment of the intelligence. And every wise volition is the 
result of virtual or formal deliberation, in which one element of 
motive is weighed in relation to another, and-the elements 
which appear superior in the judgment of the intelligence, pre- 
ponderate and regulate the volition. Hence, the wise man’s 
volition is often far from being the expression of every con- 
ception and affection present in his consciousness at the time; 
but it is often reached by holding one of these elements of pos- 
sible motive in check, at the dictate of a more controlling one. 
For instance a philanthropic man meets a distressed and desti- 
tute person. The good man is distinctly conscious in himself 
of a movement of sympathy tending towards a volition to give 
the sufferer money. But he remembers that he has expressly 
promised all the money now in his possession, to be paid this 
very day to a just creditor. The good man bethinks himself, 
that he “‘ ought to be just before he is generous,” and conscience 
and wisdom counterpoise the impulse of sympathy; so thatit 
does not form the deliberate volition to give alms. But the 
sympathy exists, and it is not inconsistent to give other express- 
ionto it. We must not ascribe to that God whose omniscience 
is, from eternity, one infinite, all-embracing intuition, and whose 
volition is as eternal as Hisbeing, any expenditure of time in 
any process of deliberation, nor any temporary hesitancy or 
uncertainty, nor any agitating struggle of feeling against feeling. 
But there must be a vescduum of meaning in the Scripture rep- 
resentations of His affections, after we have guarded our- 
selves duly against the anthropopathic forms of their expression. 
Hence, we ought to believe, that in some ineffable way, God’s 
volitions, seeing they are supremely wise, and profound, and 
right, do have that relation to all His subjective motives, 
digested by wisdom and holiness into the consistent combina- 
tion, the finite counterpart of which constitutes the rightness 
and wisdom of human volitions. I claim, while exercising the 
diffidence proper to so sacred a matter, that this conclusion 
bears us out at least so far: That, as in a wise man, so much 
more in a wise God, His volition, or express purpose, is the 
result of a digest, not of one, but of all the principles and con- 
siderations bearing on the case. Hence it follows, that there 
may be in God an active principle felt by Him, and yet not ex- 
pressed in His executive volition in a given case, because coun- 
terpoised by other elements of motive, which His holy omnis- 
cence judges ought to be prevalent. Now, I urge the practical 
question: Why may not God consistently give some other 
expression to this active principle, really and sincerely felt 
towards the object, though His sovereign wisdom judges it not 
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proper to express it in volition? To return to the instance 
from which we set out: I assert that it is entirely natural and 
reasonable for the benevolent man to say to the destitute person: 
“T am sorry for you, though I give you no alms.” The ready 
objection will be: “that my parallel does not hold, because the 
kind man is not omnipotent, while God is. God could not con- 
sistently speak thus, while withholding alms, because he could 
create the additional money at will.” This is more ready than 
solid. It assumes that God’s omniscence cannot see any 
ground, save the lack of physical ability or power, why it may 
not be best to refrain from creating the additional money. Let 
the student search and see; he will find that this preposterous 
and presumptuous assumption is the implied premise of the 
objection. In fact, my parallel is a fair one in the main point. 
This benevolent man is not prevented from giving the alms, by 
any physical compulsion. If he diverts a part of the money in 
hand from the creditor, to the destitute man, the creditor will 
visit no penalty on him. He simply feels bougd by his con- 
science. That is, the superior principles of reason and morality 
are regulative of his action, counterpoising the amiable but less 
imperative principle of sympathy, in this case. Yet the verbal 
expression of sympathy in this case may be natural, sincere, and 
proper. God is not restrained by lack of physical omnipotence 
from creating-on the spot the additional money for the alms; 
but He may be actually restrained by some consideration 
known to His omniscience, which shows that it is not on the 
whole best to resort to the expedient of creating the money for 
the alms, and that rational consideration may be just as decis- 
ive in an all-wise mind, and properly as decisive, as a conscious 
impotency to create money in a man’s. 
This view is so important here, and will be found so valu- 
The Motive not Ex. able in another place, that I beg leave to give 
ecuted may be Ex- it farther illustration. It is related that the 
pressed. great Washington, when he signed the death- 
warrant of the amiable but misguided Andre, declared his pro- 
found grief and sympathy. Let us suppose a captious invader 
present, and criticising Washington’s declaration thus: “You 
are by law of the rebel congress, commander-in-chief. You 
have absolute power here. If you felt any of the generous 
sorrow you pretend, you would have thrown that pen into the 
fire, instead of using it to write the fatal words. The fact you 
do the latter proves that you have not a shade of sympathy, 
and ‘those declarations are sheer hypocrisy.’ It is easy to see 
how impudent and absurd this charge would be. Physically, 
Washington had full license, and muscular power, to throw the 
pen into the fire. But he was rationally restrained from doing 
so, by motives of righteousness and patriotism, which were 
properly as decisive as any physical cause. Now, will the 
objector still urge, that with God it would have been different, 
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in this case ; because His omnipotence might have enabled Him: 


to overrule, in all souls, British and Americans, all inconven- 
ient results that could flow from the impunity of a spy caught 
an flagrante delicto; and that so, God could not give any 
expression to the infinite benevolence of His nature, and yet 
sign the death-warrant, without hypocrisy ? The audacity of 
this sophism is little less than the other. How obvious is the 
reply: That as in the one case, though Washington was in pos- 
session of the muscular ability, and also of an absolute license, 
to burn the death-warrant, if he chose; and yet his wisdom and 
virtue showed him decisive motives which rationally restrained 
him from it; so God may have full sovereignty and omnipo- 
tence to change the heart of the sinner whose ruin He compas- 
sionates, and yet be rationally restrained from doing it, by 
some decisive motives seen in His omniscience. What is it, 
but logical arrogance run mad, for a puny creature to assume 
to say, that the infinite intelligence of God may not see, amidst 
the innumerable, affairs and relations of a universal government 
stretching from creation to eternity, such decisive considera- 
tions ? 
The great advantage of this view is, that it enables us to 
Scriptures Ascribeto receive, in their obvious sense, those precious 


God Pity Towards declarations of Scripture, which declare the 


Lost. pity of God towards even lost sinners. The 


glory of these representations is, that they show us God’s 
benevolence as an infinite attribute, like all His other perfec- 
tions. Even where it is rationally restrained, it exists. The 
fact that there is a lost order of angels, and that there are per- 
sons in our guilty race, who are objects of God’s decree of pre- 
terition, does not arise from any stint or failure of this infinite 
benevolence. It is as infinite, viewed as it qualifies God’s 
nature only, as though He had given expression to it in the sal- 
vation of all the devils and lost men. We can now receive, 
without any abatement, such blessed declarations as Ps. Ixxxi : 
13°; Ezek. xviii: 32° Luke xixe aye” Wetiavemo eceacion 
for such questionable, and even perilous exegesis, as even Cal- 
vin and Turrettin feel’ themselves constrained to apply to 
the last. Afraid lest God’s principle of compassion (not pur- 
pose of rescue), towards sinners non-elect, should find any 
' expression, and thus mar the symmetry of their logic, they say 
that it was not Messiah the God-man and Mediator, who wept 
over reprobate Jerusalem ; but only the humanity of Jesus, our 
pattern. I ask: Is it competent toa mere humanity to say: 
“ How often would I have gathered your children?” And to 
pronounce a final doom, “ Your house is left unto you deso- 
late?” The Calvinist should have paused, when he found him- 
self wresting these Scriptures from the same point of view 
adopted by the ultra-Arminian. But this is not the first time 
we have seen “extremes meet.”’ Thus argues the Arminian : 


- i ae 
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“Since God is sovereign and omnipotent, if He has a pro- 
pension, He indulges it, of course, in volition and action. 
Therefore, as He declares He had a propension of pity 
towards contumacious Israel, I conclude that He also had a 
volition to redeem them, and that He did whatever omnipo- 
terice could do, against the obstinate contingency of their 
wills. Here then, I find the bulwark of my doctrine, that 
even omnipotence cannot certainly determine a free will.” 
And thus argues the ultra-Calvinist: “Since God is sov- 
ereign and omnipotent, if He has any propension, He in- 
dulges it, of course, in volition and action. But if He had 
willed to convert reprobate Israel, He would infallibly have suc- 
ceeded. Therefore He never had any propension of pity at all 
towards them.” And so this reasoner sets himself to explain 
away, by unscrupulous exegesis, the most precious revelations 
of God’s nature! Should not this fact, that two opposite con- 
clusions are thus drawn from the same premises, have suggested 
error in the premises? And the error of both extremists is 
just here. It is not true that if God has an active principle 
looking towards a given object, He will always express it in 
volition and action. This, as I have shown, is no more true of 
God, than of a righteous and wise man. And as the good 
man, who was touched with a case of destitution, and yet deter- 
-mined that it was his duty not to use the money he had in giv- 
ing alms, might consistently express what he truly felt of pity, 
by a kind word; so God consistently reveals the principle of 
compassion as to those whom, for wise reasons, He is deter- 
mined not to save. We know that God’s omnipotence surely 
accomplishes every purpose of His grace. Hence, we know 
that He did not purposely design Christ’s sacrifice to effect the 
redemption of any others than the elect. But we hold it per- 
fectly consistent with this truth, that the expiation of Christ for 
sin—expiation of infinite value and universal fitness—should be 
held forth to the whole world, elect and non-elect, as a mani- 
festation of the benevolence of God’s nature. God here ex- 
hibits a provision, which is so related to the sin of the race, 
that by it, all those obstacles to every sinner’s return to his 
love, which his guilt and the law presents, are ready to be taken 
out of the way. But in every sinner, another class of obsta- 
cles exists; those, namely, arising out of the sinner’s own 
depraved will. As to the elect, God takes these obstacles also 
out of the way, by His omnipotent calling, in pursuance of the 
covenant of redemption made with, and fulfilled for them by, 
their Mediator. As to the non-elect, God has judged it best not 
to take this class of obstacles out of the way; the men therefore 
go on to indulge their own will in neglecting or rejecting Christ. 

But it will be objected: If God foreknew that non-elect 
men would do this; and also knew that 


Objecti Solved. i i 
ger ae their neglect of gospel-mercy would infal- 
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libly aggravate their doom in the end, (all of which I admit), 
then that gospel was no expression of benevolence to them 
at all. I reply, first; the offer was a blessing in itself; 
these sinners felt it so in their serious moments; and surely 
its nature as a kindness is not reversed by the circumstance 
that they pervert it; though that be foreseen. Second; God 
accompanies the offer with hearty entreaties to them not thus 
to abuse it. Third; His benevolence is cleared in the view of 
all other beings, though the perverse objects do rob themselves 
of the permanent benefit. And this introduces the other cavil: 
That such a dispensation towards non-elect sinners is utterly 
futile, and so, unworthy of God’s wisdom. I reply: It is not 
futile ; because it secures actual results both to non-elect men, 
to God and to the saved. To the first, it secures many temporal 
restraints and blessings in this life, the secular ones of which, 
at least, the sinner esteems as very solid benefits; and also a 
sincere offer of eternal life, which he, and not God, disappoints. 
To God, this dispensation secures great revenue of glory, both 
for His kindness towards contumacious enemies, and His clear 
justice in the final punishment. To other holy creatures it 
brings not only this new revelation of God’s glory, but a new 
apprehension of the obstinacy and malignity of sin as a spiri- 
tual evil. | 

‘ Some seem to recoil from the natural view which presents 
God, like other wise Agents, as planning to gain several ends, 
one primary and others subordinate, by the same set of 
actions. They fear that if they admit this, they will be entrap- 
ped into an ascription of uncertainty, vacillation and change to 
God’s purpose. This consequence does not at all follow, as to 
Him. It might follow as to a finite man pursuing alternative 
purposes. For instance, a general might order his subordinate 
to make a seeming attack in force on a given point of his 
enemy’s position. The general might say to himself: “TI will 
make this attack either a feint, (while I make my real attack 
elsewhere), or, if the enemy seem weak there, my real, main 
attack.” This, of course, implies some uncertainty in his fore- 
knowledge; and if the feint is turned into his main attack, the 
last purpose must date in his mind from some moment after the 
feint began. Such doubt and mutation must not be imputed to 
_ God. Hence I do not employ the phrase “alternative objects ” 
of His planning; asit might be misunderstood. We “cannot find 
out the Almighty unto perfection.’ But it is certain, that He, 
when acting on finite creatures, and for the instruction of finite 
minds, may and does pursue, in one train of His dealings, a plu- 
rality of ends, of which one is subordinated to another. Thus 
God consistently makes the same dispensation first a manifest- 
ation of the glory of His goodness, and then, when the sinner 
has perverted it, of the glory of His justice. He is not disap- 
pointed, nor does He change His secret purpose. The muta- 
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tion is in the relation of the creature to His providence. His 
slory is, that seeing the end from the beginning, He brings 
good even out of the perverse sinner’s evil. 

There is, perhaps, no Scripture which gives so thorough 

and comprehensive an explanation of the 
s own design and results of Christ’s sacrifice, as 

Jno. iit: 16-19. It may receive important 
illustration from Matt. xxii: 4. In this last parable, the king 
sends this message to invited guests who, he foresees, would 
reject and never partake the feast. ‘‘ My oxen and my fatlings 
ate killed: come, for all things are now ready.” They alone 
were unready. I have already stated one ground for rejecting 
that interpretation of Jno. iii: 16, which makes “the world” 
which God so loved, the elect world, I would now, in conclu- 
sion, simply indicate, in the form of a free paraphrase, the line 
of thought developed by our Redeemer, trusting that the ideas 
already expounded will suffice, with the coherency and con- 
sistency of the exposition, to prove its correctness. 

Verse 16: Christ's mission to make expiation for sin isa 
manifestation of unspeakable benevolence to the whole world, 
to man as man and a sinner, yet designed specifically to result 
in the actual salvation of believers. Does not this imply that 
this very mission, rejected by others, will become the occasion 
(not cause) of perishing even more surely to them? It does. 
Yet, (verse 17,) it is denied that this vindicatory result was the 
primary design of Christ’s mission: and the initial assertion is 
again repeated, that this primary design was to manifest God, 
in Christ’s sacrifice, as compassionate to all. How then is the 
seeming paradox to be reconciled? Not by retracting either 
statement. The solution, (verse 18,) is in the fact, that men, in 
the exercise of their free agency, give opposite receptions to 
this misston. To those who accept it as it is offered, it brings 
life. To those who choose to reject it, it is the occasion (not 
cause) of condemnation. For, (verse Ig,) the true cause of this 
perverted result is the evil choice of the unbelievers, who reject 
the provision offered in the divine benevolence, from a wicked 
motive ; unwillingness to confess and forsake their sins. The 
sum of the matter is then: That Christ’s mission is, to the 
whole race, a manifestation of God’s mercy. To believers it is 
means of salvation, by reason of that effectual calling which 
Christ had expounded in the previous verses. To unbelievers 
it becomes a subsequent and secondary occasion of aggravated 
doom. This melancholy perversion, while embraced in God’s 
permissive decree, is caused by their own contumacy. The 
efficient in the happy result is effectual calling: the efficient in 
the unhappy result is man’s own evil will. Yet God’s benevo- 
lence is cleared, in both results. Both were, of course, fore- 
seen by Him, and included in His purpose. 
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LECTURE XLIV. 


SYLLABUS. 


I. What results flow from Christ’s sacrifice, as to God’s glory, and othe: 
Worlds ? 


Turrettin, Loc. xiv, Qu. 3, and 4. Symington on the Atonement, 34. Hill, 

bk. iv, ch. 6. Hodge on Atonement, pt. ii. 
2. Is Christ’s Satisfaction for Believers so complete as to leave no room for Pen- 
ance and Purgatory? State the Romish doctrines, with their Arguments and Replies. 
Turrettin, Loc. xiv, Qu. 12. Calvin, Inst. bk. iii, ch 5. Council of Trent. 
Session xxv. Bellarmine, Controversia, Vol. ii, p. 285. &c. Peter Dens, 
Moral Theo., Berg’s Abridg., p. 502. Dick, Lect. 81. ‘‘ Essays on Ro- 
manism,’’? Presbyn. Bd., Phila. 19. Mosheim, Com. de Reb. Chr. ante Con- 
stantinum, Vol. ii, p, 38. Neander, Ch. Hist. Vol. i, p. 217, &c., ii, p. 675, 


Torrey. 
BEFORE I proceed to that which is to be the chief topic of 
this lecture, the exclusion of the whole doctrine of pen- 
ance and purgatory by the completeness of 
ESE Ry ene: Christ’s satisfaction, let us advert for a mo- 
ment to the point raised at the close of the 
last lecture. This was concerning the effects of the atone- 
ment on the glory of God, and creatures other than the elect. 
The Scriptures tell us that Christ “took not on Him the 
Angels not Redeemed nature of angels.” This, with kindred dec- 
by Christ, but Instructed larations. assures us that He is not the Medi- 
prilaveasaaaiin ator of angels; as they need no express 
mediation. Yet many passages show that they have a certain 
interest in the work of “Christ. ‘Examine I Pet: 1212 ss2 pn 
10.3 Gol? 20% Heh di) 108 Phil sie 10". cba cine 
we should greatly err, if, for instance, we understood such a 
passage as Col. 1: 20, as teaching that the Messiah has “ recon- 
ciled’’ any angels to God, by suffering penal satisfaction and 
making intercession for them. For the elect angels never had 
any sins to suffer for; and we are assured that Satan and his 
angels will never be reconciled to God. What, then, is the 
concern of the heavenly orders, with Christ’s mediatorial work ? 
First, the Scriptures abundantly teach us that this work 
Dit tecepmea enhances the declarative glory of God. The 
Geen and iat hy Ancels: Mediator is proposed to us and to all crea- 
tures likewise, as ‘the image of the invisi- 
ble God,” “the brightness of His glory and the express image 
of His person.” But Christ’s mission and character are those 
of ineffable benevolence, pity, love, and tenderness; as well as 
of purity, devotion, magnanimity, and righteousness. Hence, 
all creatures receive, in His incarnation and work, a revelation 
of God’s character peculiarly dear to them; to the holy, as 
truly as the unholy. The holy angels now know, love, trust, 
and serve their Jehovah, as they would not have done, had they 
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not learned better these lovely perfections, in the person and 
work of Christ. God, in taking on Him the nature of one 
creature, man, has come nearer to all creatures, and opened up 
new channels of communion with them. All the creatures had 
important things in common, a dependent nature, intellect, con- 
science and will, responsibility, and an immortal destiny to win 
or lose. God, in uniting Himself to one nature, has, in a cer- 
tain sense, united Himself to the whole class; the condescen- 
sion does not avail man alone, but brings God nearer to all 
orders. Thus, humanity appears to be a kind of nexus, or 
point of contact between God and all the holy creatures. And 
thus, it appears that the extent and grandeur of the beneficent 
results of the incarnation are not to be measured by the com- 
parative smallness of the earth and man amidst the other parts 
of creation. It appears how it may be most worthy of God, to 
have selected the most insignificant of His rational creatures, as 
well as the ones who were guilty, for this hypostatic union with 
Himself; because thereby the designed condescension to, and 
unification of all creatures, in heavenly communion and love, 
would be more complete and glorious. The lowest nature best 
answered the purposes. When Mrs. Elizabeth Fry was moved 
by God’s grace to manifest the beauty of Christian philanthropy, 
she went to the female felons in Newgate. By going to the 
very bottom of the scale of moral degradation she displayed a 
love marked by perfect and entire beauty and condescension. 
Her love was shown to be the highest, because its objects were 
the lowest. This view of our Redeemer’s choice of objects 
also gives the best’ answer to the cavil discussed in Dr. Chal- 
mers’ “Astronomical Discourses.” It had been objected, that 
the Christian scheme could only seem probable in connection 
with the old Ptolemaic astronomy, which made the earth the 
centre of the whole heavens. For, when once it was found that 
this earth was a very small planet in our system, it would appear 
very absurd, that the Lord of all this host of worlds should die 
for a little speck among them. The point of Dr. Chalmers’ 
reply was to show, that to God’s immensity, no world is really 
great, and all are infinitesimally small. The more complete 
answer is that which I have suggested above. 

It is also the doctrine of Christ’s sacrifice, coupled with 
His proper divinity, which enables us to complete our “ theodicy” 
of the permission of evil. In the end of Lect. v: the dimen- 
sions of this fearful question: Why a holy, sovereign, omnipo- 
tent and benevolent God should permit the natural and moral 
evil, repugnant to His pure and good nature, to enter His 
dominions, were intimated, and also the insufficiency of the 
Pelagian, and the optimistic replies. It is the sacrifice of Christ 
which gives the humble believer, not a solution, but a satisfying 
reply. There must have been a reason, and a good one, and it 
must have been one implying no stint or defect of God’s holi- 
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ness or benevolence. For had there been in God the least 
defect of either, he certainiy would never have found it in His 
heart to send His infinite Son, more great and important than 
all worlds, to redeem any one. Note, that the Unitarian, who 
makes Christ a creature, cannot use this theodicy! The same 
argument shows, that the secret reason for Esau’s preterition 
nust have been both right and benevolent: because Christ's 
sacrifice for sinful Jacob alone demonstrates a nature of infinite 
goodness, 
But God not only enhances the manifestation of His 
Ga Cee attribute of benevolence, by the incarnation 
iis Aono of the Son. All His other moral perfections 
and His wisdom are equally exalted. His 
justice, impartiality, holiness, and determination to punish 
guilt, appear far more in Christ’s penal sufferings, than in the 
damnation of Satan and of wicked men. For they being His 
mere creatures, easily replaced by His creative power, insig- 
nificant to His well being, and personally injurious to His rights | 
and character, it was easy and natural to punish them as they 
deserve. Cavilling spirits might say, with a show of plausi- 
bility, that resentment alone, rather than pure justice and _ holi- 
ness, may have prompted Him to their doom. But when the 
Father proceeds, with equal inflexibility, to exact the penalty of 
His own Son, a being infinitely glorious, united by identity of 
nature and eternal love to the Judge, characterized personally 
by infinite moral loveliness, only the more lovely by this act of 
splendid devotion, and only concerned by voluntary substitu- 
tion with the guilt of sinners; there is an exhibition of unques- 
tionable and pure justice, impossible to be carried further. So 
the faithfulness of God to His covenants is displayed in the 
most wondrous and exalted degree. When God’s truth finds 
such a manifestation in His threats, it appears as the equally 
infallible ground of our trust in His promises. Now, as these 
qualities are the basis of the hope of the ransomed sinners, so 
they are the source of the trust and confidence of all the 
heavenly orders. Their bliss is not purchased by the Cross; 
but it reposes on the divine perfections which are displayed on 
the Cross, 
The general idea of a Purgatory, that is, of temporary 
2. Purgatorial Ideas Penal and purging pains beyond the grave, 
Common to all False to be followed by eternal blessedness, is the 
Helens common characteristic of all false religions. 
It seems to be adopted in some form, by all minds not cor- 
rected by revelation; by Pythagoreans, Platonists, the Jewish 
Mishnical doctors, (ii Mac. ii: 12; Josephus and Philo), by the 
Latins from the Greeks, (Virgil, Atneid 6th. Argo exercentur 
penis veterumque malorum supplicia expendunt) by the Moham- 
medans, the Brahmins, &c. There are two very strong and 
natural sources for this tendency: first the prompting of our 
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affections to follow our dead friends with labours for their 
benefit and hope; and second, the obstinate reluctance of a 
heart at once guilty and in love with sin, to be shut up between 
the sharp alternatives of present repentance, or final damnation. 
The idea of a purgatory offers a third alternative by which the 
deceitful heart may for a time solace itself in sin. 

The idea came early into the Christian Church, through 
two channels; a Jewish, through their per- 
version of the doctrine of Hades, and a 
Platonic, through Origen’s restorationism. 
The extension of a final restoration to all the wicked, and even 
tc Satan, was, however, regarded by the bulk of the Church as 
an extravagance of Origen. Thus, we are told, prayers for the 
dead appear in the earliest liturgies, as Basil’s, and in the cur- 
rent of the Fathers, from the ‘ Apostolic constitutions,” so 
called, and the Pseudo Dyonisius, downward. When the 
priestly conception of the Christian ministry was intruded 
(which may be traced as early as A. D. 200), the sacrament of 
the mass began to be regarded as a sacrifice, which is evinced 
by their giving it to infants; and soon the idea was borrowed, 
that it availed for the dead. Thus, says Calvin, in his Insti- 
tutes, the custom of praying for the dead had prevailed almost 
universally in the Latin Church for 1300 years before his time. 
Augustine, even, tolerated it. Aerius, the so-called heretic, 
seems to have been the only noted disentient in the early ages. 
But prayers for the dead imply that their state is not yet fixed, 
nor yet perfectly blessed, and that it may be amended. The 
fully developed doctrine was embodied in the Romish creed, by 
the Councils of Florence and Lyons 2nd. 

The student may find a very express and full statement of 

Doctrine Stated, Pur- the Roman doctrine, in the 25th Session of 
gatory the Comple- the Council of Trent. To understand it, and 
Oe i eal re the distinction of the Reatus pene, and Rea- 
tus Culpe, on which it is founded, its development out of the 
simple usages of the primitive Church about penitents must be 
explained. When a Church-member had scandalized the 
Church, especially if it was by idolatry, he was required, after 
his repentance, to undergo a strict penance. This was con- 
sidered as satisfaction made to the wounded credit of the 
Brotherhood. Out of this simple idea grew the distinction 
between penitential, and theological, temporal, and spiritual 
guilt. The latter, they suppose, is expiated by Christ’s divine 
blood. For the former, the believer must make satisfaction 
himself, partly in the sacrament of penance and self-mortifica- 
tions, the remainder in purgatory. The two classes of punish- 
ment are, therefore, complementary to each other: the more 
cf one is paid, the less of the other remains to be demanded. 
Venial sins incur only the vreatum pene; mortal sins carry 
both forms of guilt. Baptism, the Church holds, removes ail 
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previous guilt—original and actual; so that were the infant to 
die immediately after its baptism, it would incur neither hell 
nor purgatory. All other believers, including even the highest 
clergy, even Popes, except the Christian martyrs, must go to 
purgatory, for a time longer or shorter, to pay the veatum 
pene of their sins after baptism. The baptism of fire, which 
the martyr receives is, in his case, a sufficient purgation, and 
substitutes the purgatorial sufferings. 

The arguments of Rome on this subject may be found so 
fully and learnedly stated by Cardinal Bellar- 
mine, (Controversta vol. ii, bk. 1, de Purgea- 
torio p. 285, &c.,) that nothing can he 
added after him. He ranks his arguments under three heads---- 
from Scriptures, from the Fathers, from Reason. 

From the Apocrypha is quoted 2 Mac. 12th, which states 

US A SP that Judas Mac. sent to Jerusalem 12,000 
and Old Testemene drachmae, to be expended in sacrifices for 
the dead, and adds the sentiment: “There- 
fore it is holy and wholesome to pray for the dead, that they 
may be loosed from their sins.” The answer is: the book is 
not canonical; nor is the rendering clear. The same answer 
may be made to the citation from Tobit iv, which recommends 
the giving of asepulchral feast to the pious poor, in order that 
they may pray for the souls of the departed. From the Scrip- 
tures, Malachi iii: 2, 3, is also quoted, and applied to Christ’s 
second. coming instead of His first. At the final day, they say, 
a purgatorial influence will be very briefly exerted by the final 
conflagration, on the souls of those then livjng. There, they 
claim, the principle of a purgatory is granted. The answer is, 
that the New Testament proves that this and similar passages 
relate to Christ’s first coming. (Johni: 23; Lukei: 17; ili: 4, 
oriii: 16). And the trying fire is the searching and judgment of 
God’s convincing Spirit, then peculiarly poured out. To see 
how hardly bestead they are for Scriptural eae bi may note 
ot they ‘quote 1 Samixxxit139 22 Same ngs 1 Gen: 
S25 ;°Ps» hey! rae 0 salinities Sc Micah, vii: ‘8; Zech: 
a Liudthis only by some preposterous application of the 
Fathers, or mistranslation of the Vulgate, that these passages 
seem to have any reference to purgatory. 

From the New Testament are quoted the following: Matt. 
xii: 31, 32, where, it is claimed, there isa 
plain implication that some sins are forgiven 
in the other world. But first, the assertion of 
a proposition does not prove its converse. Second, if the 
passage implies that any sins are pardonable after death, it 
implies that they are such as blasphemy against the Father and 
the Son. But Rome herself makes these mortal sins. Third, 
our Saviour’s words are simply an amplification of the idea that 
such sin “hath never forgiveness;” as in fact He expresses it i: 
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Mark iii : 12, the parallel passage. Last, the phrase awy 
pedAwv, never means anything else than either the Christian 
dispensation as contrasted with the Mosaic or else the time 
after the judgment. 

Bellarmine also cites 1 Cor. ili: 10-15, saying, “the foun- 
dation is Christ, the founders are the apos- 
tles, the good builders are Catholic clergy, 
their successors; the ‘gold, silver, and prec- 
ious stones, are true Catholic doctrine; the ‘wood, hay, and 
stubble,’ are erroneous, but not damnably heretical doctrines: 
and the inference is, that these heedless Catholic teachers shail 
be punished in purgatory for their careless teaching.” But if 
clergymen need a purgatory, the principle is established. 
Others reach the same conclusion more directly. Now, the 
true exposition of this passage, very strangely overlooked by 
the most of the Protestants, makes the ‘gold, silver, and prec- 
. ious stones,’ true converts or genuine Christians united to the 
Church, which Christ has founded; while the ‘wood, hay, and 
stubble,’ are spurious professors. The proof is in the coher- 
ency of this sense with the whole passage; in the context, v. 
sOnpandsnn-lsexxviils lo yo Ret. 1624-64. aNext, “the: day? 
which shall try every man’s work, what sort it is, is evidently 
the judgment day. Compare 1 Cor. iv: 3, where man’s judgment 
is, literally, “man’s day.” But the judgment day is subsequent 
to all purgatory, according to Rome herself. The fire which 
is to try each man’s work is figurative, the divine judgment and 
Spirits | Comparé:Hebi xii s 20: And toysuppese that the fire 
inv. 15 is purgatorial fire implies a change of sense; for the 
trial is not by literal fire, as the Romanists make purgatory to 
be, but figuratively; odtw¢ we. 

From Matt. v: 25, 26, it is inferred that the debtor may 
pay divine justice the last farthing, and “come 
out.” This is not implied: if the debt is 
10,000 talents, and he has nothing to pay, he will never come 
out. See Matt. xvili: 24, 25. Matt. v: 22,is also quoted, as 
implying different. degrees of punishment; but if all are sent 
together to an eternal hell, no difference can be made. We 
reply, this does not follow, for all infinites are not equal. Their 
citations of 1 Cor. xv: 29, and Phil. 11: 10, need scarcely be 
argued. 

The opinions of the Fathers we easily set aside by denying 
the Church’s infallibility. 

Bellarmine’s arguments from reason are four. First: Some 
sins are venial, and since they do not deserve 
infinite punishment, a just God must punish 
them temporally. The answer is, that the 
Bible knows no venial sins. Some are, undoubtedly, less 
cuilty than others. But God will know how to apportion 
their just penalties, without a purgatory. 
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Second: This acute polemic argues, that the satisfaction 
iy of Christ does not take off believers all 
rgument from . : 

Nature of Christ’s forms of the guilt and consequences of sin: 
Satisfaction, and Chris- for God chastises all of them by bodily 
aaa death, and by more or less of affliction. Nor 
is it worth while for the Protestants to endeavor to evade this, 
by saying that these chastisements are merely disciplinary. 
For they are of the nature of other penal evils; they are a 
part of the curse; they are notoriously the consequences 
of sins; the paternal love of God would never lead Him 
to use such means for promoting the glorification of sinless crea- 
tures. And that they are actually penal is proved by two 
cases—that of David, 2 Sam. xii: 14, where God thus explains 
David’s bereavement of his child by Bathsheba ; and that of the 
baptized, elect infant, suffering and dying in “infancy.” For 
there is an heir of redemption; yet it suffers the curse; and 
the Protestant cannot explain it as merely disciplinary, because - 
the infantile sufferer cannot understand, and, therefore, cannot 
profit by its own pangs. And indeed, suggests Bellarmine, 
here is seen the folly of Protestants, in dragging those texts 
into this question, which they say, teach that Christ’s atonement 
is an absolute satisfaction for all guilt, such as Rom. x: 4: viil: 
1y2-Psy citi + 12-14 Hebi viinewes5 oem Boriifithesestexte 
be taken in the Protestant sense, then they are incompatible 
with the chastisements and deaths of justified persons, which 
are such stubborn facts. How does the Protestant reconcile 
them? Why, he has to resort to that definition of vicarious 
satisfaction, which all sound Christians advance; (as, for 
instance, to solve Socinian objections,) that satisfaction is not 
a legal tender, but an optional, moral equivalent for the sinner’s 
own punishment. Hence, as the Protestant himself teaches, 
the offering of even an adequate equivalent by Christ does not 
compel the Father to release the debtor, the condemned sinner, 
absolutely; as in pecuniary debts, the offer of the legal tender 
compels the creditor to accept it and release his debtor, or else 
‘ lose his whole claim forever. The Father's sovereign option is 
still necessary to make the transaction valid ; He might withhold 
it if He chose. Hence, Protestants themselves infer the extent 
to which, and the terms on which, the vicarious satisfaction shall 
_avail forthe sinner, depend on the actual option which God the 
Father sees fit to exercise. Therefore, it is all folly for Protes- 
tants to argue, that because Christ gives us a perfect vicarious 
righteousness, therefore, God cannot exact from the believing 
sinner any penal debt whatever; itis not theoretically true; it 
is not true in fact. How much of the penal debt God remits, 
and how much He still requires of the believing sinner, must 
be a question of revealed testimony purely. And farther: 
Suppose a true believer, dying before he has gotten his fair 
share of penance and chastisements. He cannot go to hell; he 
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is justified. Must there not be a purgatory, where his unpaid 
debt of penitential guilt can be paid? Else, when his case is 
compared with that of the aged and ripened saint, who, with fewer 
venial sins, has paid a larger amount of penances and afflictions, 
there is flagrant partiality. 

In refuting this adroit argument, I would expressly admit 
that view of vicarious satisfaction advanced, 
as the true one. I would expressly accept 
the appeal to the revealed testimony. And now, setting aside 
the apocrypha, and the Fathers, as of no authority, I plant 
myself on this fact: that the Scriptures are absolutely silent, as 
to any penitential guilt remaining after the veatus culpe@ is 
removed, and as to any purgatorial punishment. Search and 
see. This is the view which decided Luther, against all the 
prejudices of his education. Next, the chastisements of the 
justified are represented by God as only disciplinary, and not 
punitive. Heb. xii; 6-10., “Whom-the Lord:loveth”: .*  * 
* “But He for our profit.” Nor can the case of David, or of 
the dying elect infant, rebut this blessed truth. All that is 
said by Nathan is, that one reason of God in sending the chas 
tisement of the infant’s death was, that its manner of birth had 
given the wicked great occasion to blaspheme. Well, this end 
of the bereavement is after all, disciplinary, and not vindicatory ! 
The case of the dying infant, plausible at the first blush, is a 
complete sophism. Its whole plausibility is in the false dogma 
«? baptismal regeneration. To make Bellarmine’s argument 
hold, he must be able to say that this suffering infant is not only 
elect, but already justified. This, he supposes, is effected in 
baptismal regeneration. Now, we know that this is a figment. 
It is not a baptism previous, which redeems this infant, but the 
blood and Spirit of Christ applied only when he dies. So that 
during the time of his infantile sufferings, he is yet unjustified, 
is still under wrath, and is suffering for his birth-guilt. 

Again, I say: let the statement of vicarious satisfaction as 

Argument from Per- not a legal tender, be accepted. Let us to 
fect Satisfaction of Be- the law and the testimony, to learn whether ° 
Heya AbD cat. God, in His sovereign acceptance of Christ’s 
equivalent righteousness, reserved any form of guilt to be 
exacted of the justified. Let it be a question of fact. Now, I 
argue, that no cleansing sufferings can be exacted of believers 
after death, because God says that they are then pure, and have 
no taint of sin to purge away. See Shorter Catechism, que. 37. 
If God teaches that “the souls of believers are at their death 
made perfect in holiness,’ then, according to the Papist’s own 
showing, there is no room for purgatorial cleansing. This, 
then, is the cardinal question. 1 Johniii: 2. We are like 
Christ when we see Him as He is. Eph.v: 27. See alse 
2 Cor. v: 1-8, and Phil. i: 21-23, compared with Rev. xxi: 27, 
endtebixilsi4s See also Rev.exiv 410347 Is.lvii :.1, 2; 2 Kings 
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xxii: 20. And now,I return, and from this point of view claim 
all those precious texts which declare the completeness of 
Christ’s justifying righteousness, as applicable. When God, 
after teaching us this fact of perfect sanctification of the 
believer at death, adds that there is no condemnation to the 
man in Christ, (Rom. viii: 1), that His blood cleanseth from all 
sin, (t Johni: 7), that “by one offering He hath perfected 
(them) forever,” (Heb. x : 14), that “ He will cast all their sins 
into the depths of the sea, (Micah vii: 19), the testimony is 
applicable, and conclusive. 

Before proceeding, however, with this affirmative argument, 

RomishArgument let us notice Bellarmine’s 3d and 4th points. 
from Popular Consent, One is to argue the principle of a purgatory, 
oe as we do the existence of God, from the coz- 
sensus populorum. The answer is, that the universal testimony 
for the existence of a God is given against the leanings of a 
guilty conscience and self-interest ; and is, therefore, valuable, 
because disinterested. But the popularity of a purgatory 
among sinners is no argument in its favour, because the inven- 
tion is prompted by the leanings of a guilty heart. The 
Romanist’s fourth argument is, that there certainly is a purga- 
tory, because several Popish Ghosts have come thence, and 
stated the fact! This, of course, is unanswerable ! 

In pursuance of the argument, I cite the case of the peni- 
tent thief, (Luke xxiii: 43), so well argued 
by Turrettin. I only add, that surely, if 
there ever was a justified believer who needed 
purgatory, this man, just plucked, at his dying hour, out of the 
foulest sins, was the one. The Romish evasion is to say, Mar- 
tyrs are exempt from purgatory. Now, first, the thief was no 
martyr; he did not die for the truth; but died for a robbery. 
Second, the exemption of martyrs’is unreasonable and unscrip- 
tural. Their dying pangs are often fewer and shorter than of 
many saints who have died in their beds; and their devotion 
less meritorious. Here, also, we may quote the act of Stephen, 
' who, speaking by immediate revelation, commended his soul to 
Christ in glory. So St. Paul, who, according to the Romish 
doctrine, had every reason at the time of his speaking to sup- 
pose himself a candidate for purgatory, evidently believed the 
opposite; for he held that being absent from the body was to be 
present with the Lord. 

Next: the whole idea of “satisfaction” to divine justice 
by temporary sufferings is unscriptural. So, the idea that. penal 
sufferings have in themselves any sanctifying virtue, is equally 
unreasonable. 

Once more: the soul in purgatory being, according to the 

The Soul Would Popish theory, still imp. ect, would be still 
Contract Debt in Pur- sinning; and thus, new ¢ «lt would be accru- 
ns G ing, while it was paying tcr the old. It could 
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never get out; purgatory would be merged into an endless 
hell. To avoid this conclusion, which Bellarmine expressly 
admits would otherwise follow, the Papists lay it down as a 
principle, that souls after death can neither merit reward nor 
penalty. The only show of proof for this is the perversion of 
such passages of Scriptures as say that, at death, man’s pro- 
bationary state’ ends. j;ras, €. a.) BRccles. ix 10; Jno. ix: 4, &c, 
But the statement that probation ends at death, is better satis- 
fied by our theory, that there is no purgatory. Hence, this rea- 
soning is avicious circle. The idea that souls after death cease 
to merit, is, moreover, absurd and unscriptural. Angels can, 
and did, and do merit while disembodied spirits. Responsi- 
bility is directly founded on the natural relation of Creator and 
rational creature; it cannot end, save by the change of the 
creature’s nature, or of God’s. Hence, the passage of the crea- 
ture under a penal, or rewarding dispensation, has no effect to 
suspend his responsibility. It is not true, that obligation 
rests on covenant alone, as Papists and Arminians say; so that 
when covenant is broken by sin, obligation is suspended. It 
rests on God’s intrinsic rights and the creature’s nature. The 
opposite view leads to the absurdity of letting the sinner gain 
by his sin. 

The cunning of Rome is illustrated by this dogma. She 
may well say, “ By this craft we have our wealth.” It prolongs 
the hold of priestcraft over the guilty fears and hopes of men, 
which otherwise must have terminated at death, indefinitely. 
Men would not pay money to evade a misery which was admit- 
ted to be inevitable; the expenditure would appear useless. 
The cruelty of priestcraft, in thus making traffic of the remorse 
of immortal souls, and the dearest affections of the bereaved 
for their departed friends, is as impious as unfeeling. 

On the other hand, how blessed is the creed of the Bible 
touching the believer’s death? With the end of that struggle, 
all our trials end, and our everlasting rest begins. With the 
grave, and all its horrid adjuncts, the Christian really has no 
concern ; for when the senseless body is consigned to its dark- 
ness, the soul, the true go, the only being which fears, and 
hopes, and rejoices and suffers, has already soared away to the 
bosom of its Redeemer, and the general assembly of the 
glorified. 


op 


"LECTURE XLV. | 
CHRIST’S HUMILIATION AND EXALTATION. 


A c 


SYLLABUS. 


1. Wherein did Christ’s Humiliation consist? Did it include a descent mto 
Hell ? 
Shorter Cat. Qu. 26-38. page te Loc. xiii, Qu. 9, 16. Calvin, Inst. bk. ii, 
ch. 16, 3 8-13. Knapp, 392, 9 
2. Wherein consisteth Christ’s i itation t ? What is meant by His Session at His 
Father's right-hand ? 
Turrettin, Loc. xiii, Qu. 19. \ Dick, Lect. 62. Knapp, 397,99. Ridgley, 
Qu. 51 to 54. 
3. How is Christ’s Resurrection Essential in His mediatorial Work ? 
Calvin, Inst. bk. ii, ch. 16, 313. Jno.xvi. Dick, Lect. 61. Ridgley, Qu. 52. 
Prove the Fact. 
Turrettin, Loc. xiii, Qu. 17. Bp. Sherlock, ‘‘ Trial of the Witnesses.’ West 
on the Resurrection. , Horne’s Introduct. ch. A, Vol 4, Sect, 2, 99: 
4. What the Grounds, Objects, and Mode of Christ’s priestly Intercession ? 
Turrettin, Loc. xiv; Qu..45: ~ Dick.) Lect: $9) 
5. How doth Christ execute the office of King? As God, or as deavtpwros ? 
What His kingdom ? What the extent of His Powers? 
Conf. of Faith, ch. xxv; ‘Bk. of Gov: ch. \2: ‘Turrettin;* Eoc. xiv;*Qu; a6 
Dick, Lect. 64. Ridgley, Qu. 45. nape; 2 98, 99. 
2. What the Duration of Christ’s Kingdom ? 
Turrettin, Loc. xiv, Qu. 17. Dick, Lect. 64. Hodge, 1 Cor. xv : 24-28. 


I WHEREIN did Christ’s humiliation consist? See Cate- 
* chism, Qu. 27. That Christ should fulfil the work of a 
Christ’s Humiliation, Jtedeemer in both estates, was necessary for 

Did He Descend into the purchase and the application of sal- 

Hell? Calvin’s View. vation, There is seeming Bible authority 

for the clause of the Creed, (inserted later than the body,) 

which says that “He -went into’ hell.’ See Ps xvitimr1ro vas 
quoted by Peter and Paul. Acts ii and xiii. The Hades into 
which Christ is there said to have gone, receives four explana- 
tions. I. The grave. But it was not the grave into which 
His “soul” went. 2. The démbus patrum, the Popish. They 
quote, also, 1 let. i: 19, and explain it of the Old Testament 
saints; and thus explain Matt. xxvii: 53. But we have shown 
that there is no limbus patrum, 3. Some earlier Lutherans 
understood Ps. xvi: 10; I Pet. tii: 19, that Christ went into the 
-hell of the damned, to show them His triumph over death, and 
seal their fate. Thus it was a part of His exaltation. Both 

this and the previous notion are contradicted by Luke xxiii: 

43. 4. Protestants, by hades of Ps. xvi: 10, now understand 

simply the invisible or spirit world, to which Christ’s soul went 

while disembodied. Calvin understands the creed to mean, by 

Christ's descent into hell, the torments of spiritual death, which 

He suffered in dying, not after. His idea is, that the creed 

meant simply to asseverate, by the words, “ descended into 

hell,” the fact that Christ actually tasted the pangs of spiritual 
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death, in addition to bodily, and in this sense endured hell-tor- 
ments for sinners, so far as they can be felt without sin. But 
Calvin expressly says that the whole of that torment was tasted 
before the Redeemer’s soul left the body. For thence it went 
to rest in the bosom of the Father. He even raises.and answers 
this question: If this is the meaning of the Creed, why is the 
descent into hell mentioned after the death and burial; if the 
thing it means really occurred before? The answer is unsatis- 
factory ; but this at least shows that I have not misunderstood 
Calvin in his peculiar view. And this is all the ground which 
exists for the charge so often made by persons who professed 
much more acquaintance with Calvin than they possessed, that 
he held to Christ’s actual descent into the world of damned 
spirits | 

For Christ's exaltation, see Cat., Ou.-28 ; Phil. ii ; 6-11; 
Is. liii : 10-12; Ps. xxii, &c. In what sense 
was the exaltation of a divine Saviour pos- 
sible? (a) By removing the veil thrown over His glory by in- 
carnation. (b) By economical reward to Mediatorial person, 
for *irumiliations  S¢ée -Philt 11210, écc/-)(c).| By exaltation of 
His human nature. Matt. xvii: 2; Rev.1: 12-16. This exalt- 
ation now, doubtless, takes place, as to Christ’s humanity, in a 
place, called the third heaven, to which He went by literal local 
motion, from our earth. Sitting at God’s right hand means 
nothing more than the post of honour and power. God has no 
hand, literally, being immense spirit. The Lutheran argument 
for ubiquity of Christ’s humanity, drawn hence, is foolish; for 
in the sense in which the humanity sits at the right hand, that 
hand is not ubiquitous. It is sophism by conversion of terms. 
Of this exaltation, the Kingship is the more permanent feature. 

Christ’s resurrection is every where spoken of in Scrip- 
ture as a hinging point of the believer’s sal- 
.vation and hope. See Rom. iv: 25, andi: 
Ao) Rowse FO Cormave ba 17) 20; Rez 
pctear airy 22"; nr Petiriin.3)cucn- The’ Apostles: everywhere 
put it forth as the prime article of their system, and main 
point of their testimony. Whence this importance? Before 
we answer this question, it may be well to advert to the 
evidences upon which we are assured, that this event, equally 
cardinal and wonderful, really occurred. If you are required 
to show that the fact is authentic, you may prove it. 

(a) From Old Testament predictions, such as Ps. xvi: 10. 
' This event is one of the criteria predicted for the Messiah. 
Then, if you have proved that Jesus of Nazareth is the Messiah; 
you may claim that a resurrection is to be expected for Him. 

(b) Christ expressly predicted His own resurrection. Matt. 
xx : 19, and xxvii: 63; John x: 18. If He is not a monstrous 
impostor, which His lovely character disproves, we must expect 
to find it true. 


2. Exaltation. 


3. Resurrection of Christ 
Proved. Its Importance. 
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(c) We have the testimony of many witnesses who saw 
Him after His rising; of the eleven, of above 400 brethren, 
and last of Paul; witnesses, competent, honest, and credible. 
They knew Christ by sight; yet they were at first incredulous. 
They had everything to lose, and nothing to gain, by bearing 
false testimony here. On this point the convincing arguments 
of the Christian writers are familiar to your reading. 

(d) The miracles wrought in confirmation of the fact prove 
it. See Heb. ii: 4. The Apostles, we read, in the act of invo- 
king God’s miraculous aid, appealed to it as proof -that their 
testimony was true. See Acts i: 16. Now, to suppose that God 
sanctioned such an appeal, by putting forth His own power then, 
would make Him anaccomplice to the deception. * So the spirit- 
ual effusion of Pentecost, especially, and all the subsequent, are 
proofs ; for they are fruits of His ascension. See Acts ii: 33; 
Wosige: 

(e) The change of the Sabbath is a perpetual monumental 
evidence of the resurrection. For 4,000 years it had been 
observed on the 7th day of the week. It is now universally 
observed on the Ist day by Christians. Whence the change? 
The Church has constantly asserted that it was made to com- 
memorate the rise of its Redeemer from the dead. Nowa 
public, monumental observance cannot be propagated among 
men to commemorate an imaginary event. The introduction of 
the observance would inevitably challenge remark, and the im- 
posture would have been instantly exposed. Americans cele- 
brate the 4th of July. They say, it is to commemorate Ameri- 
can independence. Had there been no such event as the pub- 
lishing of the Declaration, July 4th, 1776, the commemoration 
could not have been successfully introduced to the universal 
observance of Americans, afterwards. The false reason assign- 
ed must have provoked exposure. Multitudes of the best in- 
formed would have said: “ But, historically, there has been no 
such event to remember!” This must have arrested the pro- 
posal. Rome has, indeed, introduced memorials of legendary, 
and probably imaginary, Saints. But this could only be done, 
(a) through the prevalence of great superstition and ignorance: 
(b) many centuries after the pretended events: (c) and only to 
a partial extent, among local votaries, who make money by the 
deception. 

Let us now resume and answer the questions. What the 
eset of this cardinal fact, in the doctrine of our redemp- 
tion ? Because it was necessary to clear His memory of the 
charge of religious imposture, under which He died, and to 
vindicate His character as God’s well-approved Son. See Rom. 
i: 4. 2. Because it evinced the adequacy of His satisfaction 
for man’s guilt. When our Surety comes triumphing out of 
prison, we know our whole debt is settled. 3. It was neces- 
sary to demonstrate His power, as the Captain of our salvation, 
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to conquer our most dreaded enemies. Heb. ii: 14, 15. 4. 
The resurrection was necessary to enable Christ to be our Sanc- 
tier, Advocate, and King. See Jno. xvi: 7; Rom. viii: 11 ; 
1 Cor. vi: 15 ; 1 Thess. iv: 14. 5. The resurrection of Christ 
e the earnest and proof of ours. 1.Cor. xv: 20, 24; Phil. 

Py (Fes kon 

4. The ground of Christ’s intercession is His vicarious 

Christ’s Intercession. Tighteousness, which He pleads before the 
Its Ground, &c. When Father. Is. litt: 12. The mode of His in- 
Fors tad ts tercession is hy petition; e. g., Jno. xvii. 
Some have supposed that this suppliant attitude implies an infe- 
riority incompatible with the proper divinity of the Son. To 
mediate does imply a certain economical inferiority of atti- 
tude; but no more. Some find, in Jno. xvii: 24, ‘“ Father, I 
will,” &c., evidence of a more authoritative intervention. It is 
overstraining the verb, /edw. But compare Jno. v : 6, et passim. 
Yet it is certain that Christ’s petitions have a more authoritative 
basis than ours, being urged on the ground of His covenant 
and perfect purchase. 1 Jno. 11:1. A more plausible diffi- 
culty is this: “If all power is given into Christ’s hands, (Matt. 
xxviii: 18; Eph. i: 22; Col. ii: 9, 10,) why need He inter- 
cede at all? Why not do, of Himself, without interceding, all 
that His people need?” The answer its, that Christ is a royal 
Priest, (Zech. vi: 13,) not Aaronic, but Melchisedekan : and His 
intercession is rather a perpetual holding up of His own right- 
eousness on behalf of His people, by a perpetual pleading, in 
order that He may, on that ground, have this viceroyal power 
of succouring all their wants. And asa royal Priest, He holds 
up His righteousness to the Father, as a plea for admitting each 
one of the elect into that body, His kingdom, to which the 
Father has authorized Him to dispense His fulness. 

The objects of Christ’s intercession are the elect particu- 
larly. See Jno. xvii: 9g. Also, His official 
intercession is always prevalent; if He 
prayed for all, all would be saved: but all are not saved. 
Hence, His prayer for the pardon of His murderers, Luke 
Xxiii : 34, must be explained, as being limited by its terms to 
those of His persecutors who sinned in ignorance. And we 
conclude that every one of these was among the “great com- 
pany of the priests, Acts vi: 7, who became “obedient to the 
faith.’ There is an alternative solution, which is less satisfac- 
tory: That this prayer was not Messianic and officially Media- 
torial; but only the expression of Christian meekness by our 
pattern, the man Jesus. This attempt to discriminate between 
the agency of the divine and human wills in Christ, where the 
act is ethical and spiritual, is perilous. 

He must have.also interceded officially for the Old Testa- 
ment saints, for three reasons. The theophanies are believed 
to have been interventions of the Son. This implies that He 
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had already sought and obtained leave to bless His people. 
2d. If they had no intercessor, how could a holy and righteous 
God give His favour to sinners? 3d. We havea case: Zech. 
iii: I-6. But while Christ’s mediation is limited to the elect, 
there is a sense in which He intervenes for the whole race. 
Doubtless, it is His work for man, which prevented the doom 
from following the fall, as promptly as Satan’s, and which pro- 
cures for the world all the instances of God’s long-suffering. 
The duration of Christ’s intercession seems different to dif- 
ferent minds. Some suppose that He will 
plead forever; and that His pleading will 
secure an everlasting suspension of wrath, and bestowal of ever- 
renewed graces and gifts. They quote Heb. vii: 25. Others 
suppose that this is only relatively endless, compared with the 
brief ministry of an Aaronic priest; and that having thor- 
oughly reconciled the whole Church to God, and re-instated 
them in holiness as well as favour, no farther need of His inter- 
cession will exist ; but God can dispense His blessings unasked 
by an advocate, as on the holy angels. I lean to the former 
part. Add: that His priesthood is spoken of as everlasting. 
Ps, cx; Heb..wit : 3, 24.\. His sacrifice: istended, “once foram 
If His intercession is not eternal, in what sense does His priest- 
hood continue? Further: He seems still to be the Medium, 
after the full glorification of the church, through which they 
receive the blessings of redemption. Rev. vii: 17, &c. And 
this is much the most consistent and pleasing view of the rela- 
tion of the glorified Church to God. 1 
See. Cat. question’ 26: As eternal sSon,/ the) 2d person 
Chases Radda doubtless shares forever, the natural and infi- 
nite dominion of the Godhead. But this 
-Mediatorial kingdom is conferred and economical, exercised 
not merely in His divine nature, but by Him -as Oedyiowzo¢ 
The Person receives this exaltation. The extent of His king- 
dom is universal. See texts above, and Phil. ii: 10, 11. The 
Church is His immediate domain: its members are His citi- 
zens; and for their benefit His powers are all wielded. But 
His power extends over all the human race, the angelic ranks, 
good and bad, and the powers of nature. This exaltation, 
therefore, shows our Saviour as clearly divine, for no finite wis- 
dom or powers are at all adequate to its task. The nature of 
this benign kingdom is very clearly set forth in Ps. ii, xlv, cx, 
and Ixxii; in Is. ix, &c., &c., and in the passages above quoted. 
The phrase, “ Kingdom of God,” of “Heaven,” &c., is used in 
the New Testament in somewhat varying senses; but they all 
signify the different aspects of that one spiritual reign, called 
“the kingdom of Christ.” (a) True religion, or the reign of 
Christ in the heart. -Luke xii: 31; xvii: 21; Mark x: 15; 
iv: 26. (b) The visible Church under the new dispensation. 
Mat. xili: 40,41; iv:17; Mark i:15. (c) The perfected 
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Chexcuein alors Wake! sai 7 2ou/2)Pét 1s Tr. 21t is a purely 
spiritual kingdom, as is proved by our Saviour’s words, (Jno. 
xvill : 36), by the nature of its objects; the redemption of 
souls; by the nature of its agencies, viz., truth and mercy and 
holiness, (see Ps. xlv : 3, 4), by the conduct of Christ and His 
Apostles while on earth, in paying tribute, living subordinate to 
magistrates, &c. This respects its terrestrial modes of admin- 
istration: for as to its secret and superhuman modes, they are 
properly almighty, and both physical and spiritual. 
Orthodox divines are not agreed as to the duration ofthis 
6. Duration of Kingdom. If we would fix the date of its 
Christ’s Kingdom. Be- beginning, we must make it, in some respects, 
ees co-eval with Christ’s intercession—i. e., with 
the -protevangelium proclaimed to man. For it is plain, that 
saints before the incarnation had all the same necessities for’ a 
divine King to conquer, protect, and rule them, which we expe- 
rience now; and lay under the same obstacles as to receiving 
these blessings from a holy God directly, who was bound by 
‘His justice and truth to punish and destroy sinners. Again; 
we have seen instances, the various theophanies, in which the 
Son, under the person of the Angel of the Covenant, busied 
Himself for the protection of His people. . Again, Ps. ii speaks 
of Christ’s kingdom, not only as promised, but as having an 
institution co-eval with the declaration to man of His Sonship. 
See best interpretation of v. 7. But yet the God-man was only 
inducted into His peculiar and delegated viceroyalty, after, and 
as a reward of, His sufferings. See Phil. ii. And the “king- 
dom of God” is often spoken of at the time of Christ’s coming, 
as being then at hand, or asa thing then coming. We must, 
therefore, conclude, that while the Son was permitted to inter- 
cede and rule before His incarnation, on the ground of His 
work to be rendered to the Father, His kingdom received a still 
more explicit establishment after His resurrection. 
When we come to consider the other terminus, we are met 
by a still more serious difference of opinion. 
Some, with Turrettin, suppose that the dele- 
gated mediatorial kingdom over the Church will undergo a 
change in the mode of its administration at the final consum- 
mation, its relation to its enemies, as well as the nature of its 
own wants, being greatly modified; but that in other respects 
it will continue : in that the Oedv?nwzo¢ will be the direct medium 
for the saints’ guidance and government still; and this forever 
and ever. The arguments are, that perpetual and everlasting 
Giration wee +promiseditovit;seiouers thea 217% Is. ix: 7% 
Dan. vii: 14; Dan. ii: 44. Second. His people will need pro- 
tection and guidance, just as they will need teaching and inter- 
cession, forever. For their glorification will not render them 
naturally impeccable or infallible. Yea, as we have seen, when 
speaking of Socinianism, they must have this ruling and teach- 
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ing, or some day in futurity they will go astray again. But it 
seems far more natural to suppose that these blessings will still 
be given through Christ their Head, to whom they were spiri- 
tually united at their conversion. The personal union of the 
divine and human will continue. But for what purpose, if the 
mediatorial connection is terminated? Moreover, the Revela- 
tion seems to decide the question, showing us the Lamb, (ch. 
v : 6), receiving the homage of the glorified Church, (ch. vii: 
17), leading and feeding it still, and (ch. xxi : 22, 23), acting, 
after the final consummation, as the light of heaven. Third. 
In Rev. xix: 7, 8, the marriage of the Church to the Lamb is 
spoken of as then consummated, amidst the glories of the final 
consummation. All that was previous was but the wooing, as 
it were; and it seems very unnatural to conceive of the pecu- 
liar connexion as terminating with the marriage. Then it only 
begins properly. — 
Others, as Dick, seem to attach so much importance and 
force to I Cor. xv : 24-28, as to suppose that 
pea Xvi 24 EX- it necessitates another supposition; that’ 
Christ having reinstated the Church in holi- 
ness and the favour of God, and subdued all its enemies, there 
will no longer be any necessity for the peculiar mediatorial 
plan; but God will rule directly over saints as over the rest of 
His holy universe before man fell; and Christ will have no 
other kingdom than that which He naturally holds as of the 
Godhead. In answer to Turrettin’s first argument, they would 
say that the everlasting duration promised to Christ’s kingdom, 
is only relative to the evanescent generations of men: and 
means no more than that it shall outlast all generations of earth. 
This, they say, is even indicated in the Ps. lxxii ; 17, where the 
“forever” is defined to meanaslongas the Sun. But “the sun 
shall be turned into darkness before the great and terrible day 
of the Lord.” As to the second argument, it is admitted that 
the saints in heaven will always need teaching and ruling; but 
it is supposed that they being thoroughly justified and sancti- 
fied, God may bestow these graces on them directly, as the 
elect angels, without a mediatorial intervention. These views 
appear plausible; but they come short of a full clearing up of 
the subject. They leave unbroken the force of the passages 
cited from Revelation. The whole tenour of the Scripture 
seems to imply that the peculiar relationship, not only of grati- 
tude and affection, but also of spiritual union, formed between 
Christ and His people, is to be everlasting. He is their “alpha 
and their omega.” His life is the spring and warrant of their 
life. It is their union to Him which ensures the resurrection of 
their bodies, and the eternal life of both body and spirit. See 
Jno. xiv: 19. The change made in the method of God’s gov- 
erning the universe, by means of the incarnation, will continue, 
in some respects to all eternity, as a standing monument of 
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Jesus Christ’s victory and grace. Nor does the passage from 
1 Cor. xv: 24,seeminsuperable. Thata striking change will then 
take place in the method of the mediatorial kingdom, cannot 
be doubted. Perhaps it will consist largely in this, that Christ’s 
power over the universe (external to His body, the Church), 
will be returned to the Godhead. But the restoration of the 
Church to the Father, as an accomplished enterprise, is to be 
received, not as implying a severance of Christ’s headship, but 
as a surrendering of Himself along with it, body and head, as an 
aggregate. Let 1 Cor. 111: 23, be compared. It need not follow, 
that, because the dominion of the God-man over wicked men 
and angels and inanimate nature, is restored to the Godhead, so 
thatit may again be “allin all,” Christ’s redeeming headship to 
His people must be severed. The Viceroy may bring back the 
province once in insurrection, under His Father’s authority, so 
that it shall be paramount and universal; and yet, the Son’s most 
appropriate reward may be, that He shall continue the immedi- 
ate Ruler and Benefactor of the restored subjects. This, on the 
whole, seems to be the Bible teaching. It is at once most con- 
soling to believers and most honorable to Christ. 


LECTURE XLVI. 
EFFECTUAL CALLING, 


SYLLABUS. 


1. How are we made partakers of the Redemption purchased by Christ? See. 
Conf, of Faith, ch. 9, Cat. Qu. 29. 
2. Whence the Necessity of a Call to man? 
Dick, Lect. 65. Hill, bk. v, ch. 4. 
3. How many calls does God give to men? And what is the difference between 
Common and Effectual Calling ? 
Shorter Cat. Qu. 31. Larger Cat. Qu. 68. Turrettin, Loc. xv, Qu. 1, 4. 
Hill, bk. v, ch. 1. Ridgley, Qu. 67. Knapp. 2 120. 
4. What then can be God’s true Design in the ‘*‘ Common Call ” of non-elect 
Men ; and how may His Sincerity therein be cleared ? 
Turrettin,, Loc. xv, Qu. 2. Howe’s Works, ** Reconcilableness of God’s 
prescience, &c., with the Wisdom and Sincerity of His Counsels.’’ Works of 
Andrew Fuller. Gospel Worthy of all acceptation, pt. iii, Arminian and 
Socinian Polemics. Passim. Wodge’s Theol. pt. iii, ch. 14. 


6G W E are made partakers of the redemption purchased by 
Christ, by the effectual application of it to us by 

1. Application of Christ's Holy Ghost.” We now come to the 
Redemption by Holy great branch of Theology—The Application 
Ghost. of Redemption—in which the kingdom 
founded by Jesus Christ’s humiliation is set up and carried on. 
In this work, His priestly office is only exercised in heaven, by 
His intercession. It is His. prophetic and kingly which He 
exercises on earth. And the person of the Trinity now 
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brought into discussion is the Holy Ghost, which proceedeth 
from the Father through the Son. As the doctrines of Creation, 
Providence, the Law, chiefly concerned the Father; that of 
atonement and priesthood chiefly concerned the Son; so this 
brings into view chiefly the Holy Ghost. This would, there- 
fore, be the most natural place to bring into view the doctrine 
of the Spirit's personality, nature, and agency; but as you 
have already attended to these, I proceed, 
The great necessity for the effectual calling of man is in 
his original sin. Were he not by nature 
War te amg depraved, and _ his disposition wholly inclined 
to ungodliness, the mere mention of a plan, 
by which deliverance from guilt and unholiness was assured, 
would be enough; all would flock to embrace it. But such is 
man’s depravity, that a redemption must not only be provided, 
but he must be effectually persuaded to embrace it. Now since 


our effectual calling 1 is the remedy for our original sin; aS is our 


conception of the disease, such will be) our conception of the 
remedy. Hence, in fact, all men’s theology is determind here- 
upon, by their views of original sin. We, who believe the 
unconverted will to be certainly determined to ungodliness, by 
ungodly dispositions, therefore believe in an effectual and super- 
natural call. -Jno. ii 25 endo: 

Calvinists admit only two kinds of call from the pieees to 

man—the common and the effectual. They 

aos Se o™ =~ deny that there is any natural call uttered by 

the voice of nature and Natural Theology; 

for the simple reason that whatever information it might give of 

the being and government of God, of His righteousness, and 

of His punishments for sin, it holds out no certain warrant that 

He will be merciful to sinners, nor of the terms whereon He 

can be so. Where there is no revealed gospel, there is no 

gospel call. And this is only to say, that Natural Theology is 
insufficient to salvation. 

The common call consists of the preached word, addressed 
to men’s ears and souls, together with (in most, at least), the 
common convincing operations of the Holy Ghost. This call 
is made generally to the whole human race in Scripture, and 
specifically to each adult to whom the gospel comes. The 
effectual call, we hold, consists of these elements, and also of 
-a work of the Holy Ghost, “whereby convincing us of our sin 
and misery, enlightening our minds in the knowledge of Christ, 
and renewing our wills, He doth persuade and enable us to 
embrace Jesus Christ freely offered to us in the gospel.” 
Arminians, indeed, assert that the call is one and the same, so 
far as God’s dispensation towards men is concerned, to all 
under the gospel; and that it only differs by its results in dif- 
ferent cases, which difference is made only by man’s free will. 
This we shall more fully disprove when we come to show the 
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nature of regeneration ; but it may now be disproved briefly by 
these thoughts: (a). That a difference is asserted between the 
nature of God’s calls; in Scripture, Matt. xx;16; Jno. vi: 44, 
45. (b). That the effectual calling is a result of election; but 
the event proves that all are not elect. See Rom. viii: 28; 
xi: 29; viii: 30; Acts xiii: 48. (c).. If the call only differed 
in the answer made to it by man’s free will: 1 Cor. iv : 7, would 
not remain true; nor. Rom, ix : 16. 
God’s design in the common call of the unconverted may 
Pe Dicbot ced pen said) tor tye vthreetoldny’ First, it id! His 
in Common Call. To appointed and proper means for saving from 
pea ae among them, the elect. And He either must 
have adopted this generality in the outward call; or else He 
must have adopted one of two expedients.. He must have 
actually saved all, or He must have separated the non-elect 
wholly from the participation of the common call. Had He 
adopted the latter plan, surely those who now complain of 
partiality would then have complained far more loudly. Had 
He adopted the former, where would have been His manifesta- 
tion of His sovereignty; and where that evidence of regular 
customary connection between means and ends, conduct and 
destiny, on which He has seen fit to found His government ? 
God’s second design in making the common call universal, 


was the exercise of the general holiness, good- 
To Express His Be- 


nse ness, and compassion of His nature, (which 
generally regard ali His creatures), in dis- 
suading all from sin and self-destruction. God’s holiness, 


which is universally opposed to sin, makes it proper that He 
shall dissuade from sin, every where, and in all sinners. God’s 
mercy and goodness, being made possible towards the human 
race by their being under a gospel dispensation, make it proper 
that He shall dissuade all from self-destruction. And this benev- 
olence not only offers a benefit to sinners generally, but actually 
confers one—i. e., a temporary enjoyment of a dispensation of 
mercy, and a suspension of wrath, with all the accompanying 
mercies, and the offer itself of salvation. This offer is itself a 
benefit: only man’s perverseness turns it into a curse. Blessed 
be God, His word assures us that this common call is an expres- 
sion of sincere benevolence towards all sinners, elect and non- 
. elect, (a compasssion whose efficient outgoing is, however, con- 
ditioned, as to all, on faith and penitence in them). Ezek. 
Sees oa iiss a Pini ok 

God’s third design in making the common call universal is, 
that when men ruin themselves, as He fore- 
saw they would, His holiness, goodness, com- 
passion and truth may be entirely cleared, in their fate, before 
heaven and earth. It was a part of His eternal plan, to mag- 
nify His own goodness, by offering to human sinners a provision 
for salvation so complete, as to remove every obstacle arising 
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out of. His justice and law; so that in their final damnation, all 
the universe may see how lovely God is; and how desperate an 
evil sin is. And this is properly God’s highest end. 

It has been often charged that, if God makes an internal dif- 
ference in sinners’ hearts, between the common 
call and the effectual, His wisdom, or His 
sincerity, in extending that common call to 


Is the Common Call 
Insincere. 


all, is tarnished. | 

In defending God’s sincerity and wisdom in this matter, let 
us make this preliminary remark: That we have discarded the 
Thomist proposition, which asserts God’s efficient precursus 
in the sinfulacts of men. The student may recall our grounds, 
in the twenty-fifth Lecture, for disencumbering God’s provi- 
dence of that dogma. Hence, we have not to account here for 
any precursus of God’s, in those unbelieving acts of the sinner 
under the gospel, by which he resists its gracious invitations 
and commands. All we have to account for is God’s pres- 
cience and permission of the unbelief and disobedience. So 
that the problem we have to discuss is exactly this. Is God 
both wise and sincere, in invititing and commanding to gospel 
duty, such sinners as He foresees will neglect it; while His own 
purpose is distinctly formed, not to put forth His omnipotent 
Spirit, to cause them to submit? That He is wise in doing so, 
follows without difficuty, from the positions already laid down 
assigning the several consistent ends God has in viewin His 
dealings with unbelievers. If that part of these ends, which 
does not include their own redemption is wise, then the provi- 
dence is wise. 

In reply we assert, First: The Scriptures explicitly direct 
the common call to be extended toall; e. g., 
Mark xvi: 15. They assert that God does 
efficaciously persuade some, and not others, to embrace it: 
Rom. ix: 16; xi: 7. And they also say that God is both wise 
and sincere in His offers and dealings, Ezek. xxxiii: 11 ; Luke 
xix : 42; 2 Tim. ii: 19. Now, in any other science than the- 
ology, when facts are ascertained on valid evidence, they are all 
admitted, whether they can be reconciled or not. I remark 
farther: that to deny the doctrine of effectual calling does not 
much. relieve the subject; for God’s prescience of the actual 
_ results of His universal call, involve very much the same diffi- 
culties as to His wisdom and sincerity. 

Second: The objector says that God cannot have done the 
thing Calvinists represent Him as doing, 
because incompatible with His sincerity. But 
what if we find Him saying that He does this 
very thing? This is precisely the case. In His Scriptures He 
represents Himself as giving unquestionable admonitions and 
invitations to men whom, He expressly declares at the time, 
He intends.to permit to destroy themselves. Compare, for in- 


Scripture Orders It. 


Scriptures Assert the 
Very Cases. 
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stance, Exod. v: i, with vii: 3, 4. In the one text God says to 
Pharaoh: “Let my people go,” while in the other, He informs 
Moses: “ He will not hearken, that I may lay my hand upon 
Egypt.” In Isaiah v: 9, Jehovah commissions Isaiah to preach 
to Judea: and the tenour of his preaching may be seen in 
Chap. i: 18; which is a gracious offer of cleansing. But in Ch. 
vi: II, Isaiah is informed that his preaching is destined tv 
harden his countrymen to their almost universal destruction. 
Ezek. iii : 7, 11, presents the very same case. One is presented 
in Matt. xxiii : 33-35, with 37, which is, if possible, still stronger. 
These cases end the debate, so far as the question of fact goes. 
My point is, that God here avows the doing of the very thing 
the Arminians say He must not do. This is a perfect proof, at 
least, that their difficulty has not arisen from any Calvinistic 
misstatement of God’s plan. We might then, dismiss the 
debate, and leave them to settle their controversy with God, as 
best they may. 

Third: The course of God’s providence in natural things, 
is liable to the same difficulty. He spares 
sinners. “ He sends His rain on the just and 
unjust; and causeth His sun to rise on the 
good and evil.” See Acts xiv:17. Now Peter (2 Epist. iii : 15) 
tells us that the ‘long suffering of our God is salvation.” If 
His admitting sinners to the gospel call, whom He yet foresees 
to be bent on their own destruction, is insincere; and the 
reality of His benefit therein is doubted, because He never effi- 
caciously purposed to make them repent, His providential good- 
ness also is no true goodness. But what sinner believes this? 
We have here every feature, in which, Arminians say, their diff- 
culty inheres. These earthly blessings are overtures of mercy, 
and are intended as such. God foresees their neglect, and the 
continued impenitence of the recipients. Physically, He is able 
to add to these suasives the other means, and the efficacious 
grace, which would certainly bring the recipients to repentance. 
But He does not see fit to add them. 

In the fourth place, we find the explanation of the common 

God’s Infinite Good- Call, in the views expounded in the remarks 
ness Regulated by Wis- upon the design of the sacrifice of Christ. 
dpa; The student was there advertised, that we 
should find another application for those important ideas. ‘That 
subject, and the one now in hand, are obviously cognate: the 
purpose of God in Christ's sacrifice, and in His offer of its bene- 
fits, must be guided by the same attributes of wisdom, benevo- 
lence and righteousness. We there saw, that the executive 
volition which is wise and good, is prompted in God, (as ina 
lower manner in any righteous creature,) by comprehensive 
deliberation ; and is not the result of an insulated principle, but 
of all the right principles of the Agent’s nature harmonized 
under His best wisdom. We saw how a good man may have 
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sympathy with a calamity, which he may yet, for wise reasons, 
freely determine not to relieve. And we raised the question: 
Since he really has that sympathy, why may he not give candid 
expression to it in other forms than acts of rescue? Thus, the 
good and consistent human magistrate makes overtures of 
mercy to a criminal on given terms: and yet he is well aware 
that the criminal’s malice and contumacy are such, that the 
terms will be refused; and he is equally fixed in his mind not 
to degrade the majesty of the law, by pardoning on any lower 
terms. No one charges this ruler with insincerity or folly. Why 
may not our God do the parallel thing? We have seen how the 
extremists, Arminian and ultra-Calvinist, meet in a common 
ground of cavil: that the difference is; God is able to renew 
the criminal’s heart, so as to ensure his complying with the 
requisite terms: the human magistrate is not. I reply, that 
while God has the dvvayec, the spiritual might, adequate to 
renew Satan or Judas, He has not the sanction of His own 
comprehensive wisdom for doing it. I ask with emphasis: May 
not God see, amidst the multifarious relations of His vast king- 
dom, many a valid reason which we have not surmised, for deter- 
mining that it is not best for Him to do a certain act, to which: 
He feels His power competent? To deny this is insane arro- 
gance. The Calvinist need not fear, lest the Arminian here tri- 
umph in representing God’s desires as crossed by. the invinci- 
bility of the creature’s perverse free will. My view represents 
His desires and actions as regulated only by His own perfec- 
tions: but by all His perfections harmoniously combined. It 
may perhaps be objected farther, that such a picture of the 
co-action of God's active principles, and of the rise of His voli- 
tions, cannot be correct; because it would represent His pur- 
poses as emerging out of a state of internal struggle, during 
which God would be drawn different ways by competing 
motives, like a poor mortal. Such a picture, they exclaim, is 
unworthy both of the majesty and blessedness, and the immu- 
tability of God. The sufficient answer is contained in the 
remark already made in the previous lecture: That God’s active 
principles are not passions. They are principles of action; but 
they exist in Him in their unchangeable vigour, without agi- 
tation, and without passionate access or recess. Hence their 
'co-action in the deliberations of the infinite Mind are without: 
struggle. That this may be so, may be illustrated in some small 
degree, even to our feeble apprehension. We have adduced 
the example of the great Washington, contemplating the fate 
of Andre with profound compassion, and yet with a firm and 
wise determination to give justice its awful dues. This implied 
of course, some struggle in Washington’s heart. But it is 
equally obvious, that had it been the lower and feeble nature 
of a Gates or a Schuyler, (both also sincere and honest patriots) 
which was called to this solemn task, he would have performed 
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it at the cost of much greater disturbance to his equanimity. 
Why would this have occurred? Not because their natures 
were, really, more compassionate than Washington’s: but 
because his, while capable of a more profound compassion than 
theirs, was cast in a grander mould, and regulated by a higher 
virtue and wisdom. It is strength which gives equanimity. 
Take this instance, which is infinitesimally humble, beside God’s 
majesty : and it will assist us to apprehend how His infinite wis- 
dom may regulate the several infinite activities of His nature, 
absolutely without a struggle. And let the student bear in 
mind, that my attempt is not to bring down the actions of the 
divine Spirit to man’s comprehension: they are ineffable: but 
to prevent other men from cramping, within the trammels of 
their human logic, the incomprehensible, but blessed, workings 
of infinite goodness. 
Fifth: When we assert this sincere compassion of God in 
His common calls to the non-elect, we do 
epee io ela Always not attribute to Him anything futile, or in- 
sincere ; because, in the expressions of this 
compassion, He always makes an implied or expressed condi- 
tion: that they shall turn. He does not say anywhere, that 
He has any desire to see any one saved while continuing a rebel. 
Nor does He say anywhere, that it is His unconditioned purpose 
to compel all to turn.. But He says,- He would like to see all 
saved provided they all turned. So that His will in the uni- 
versal call is not out of harmony with His prescience. And 
last: God’s invitations and warnings to those who, He foresees, 
will reject them, are the necessary expressions of His perfec- 
tions. The circumstance that a given sin is foreseen, does not 
rob it of its moral character; and hence should constitute no 
reason why a righteous God shall forbear to prohibit and warn 
against it. That God shall yet permit creatures to commit this 
sin against His invitations, is therefore just the old question 
about the permission of evil. Nota new one. 


LECTURE XLVIL. » 
EFFECTUAL CALLING.—Continued. 


SYLLABUS. 


5: Who is the Agent; and what the customary Instrument in Effectual Calling? 
Turrettin, Loc. xiv, Qu. 4, (especially 3 23, &c.) Hill, bk. v, ch. 1. Dick, 
Lect. 65. Knapp, @ 130, 131. 

6. Prove, against Socinians and semi-Pelagians, that in the Effectual Call, regen- 
eration is not merely by moral Suasion of truth and inducement; but by the Super- 
natural Power of the Holy Ghost. ; 

Turrettin, Loc. xiv, Qu. 4, (especially 328 to end), and Qu. 6. Hodge’s 
Theol., pt. iii, ch. 14. Hill, bk. v, ch. 1, and bk. iv, ch. 8. - Dick, Lect. 65. 
Ridgley, Qu. 67, 68, So. Presb. Rev. Art. i, of July and Oct. 1877. Knapp, 
@ 132, 133. Aristotle, Nichomachian Ethics, bk. ii, 3 1. Watson’s Theo. 
Inst. ch. 24. Dr. Jas. Woods, ‘‘Oldand New Theo.” 

7- Does the Holy Ghost work Regeneration immediately, or only mediately 
through the Word? 

Turrettin, as above. Alexander’s Religious Experience, Letters 5-6. Dick, 
Lect 66. Review of Hodge So. Presb. Rev., April, 1877. Chaufepie. 
Dict. Hist. et Crit, Art. Pajon. 


"THE Scriptures always speak of the Holy Ghost as the eff- 
cacious Agent of effectual calling. ‘Except a man be 
born of water and of the Spirit.” Jno. ii: 
5. “It is the Spirit that quickeneth.” vi: 63. 
See, also, 2 Cor. iii: 17; Eph. iv: 30. But 
this proposition will be supported by the whole subsequent 
argument. It is also very important that we assert, against 
Mystics and Fanatics, the counterpart truth: that His custo- 
mary instrument (in all cases except the redemption of infants 
and idiots) is the Word. If we allow any other standard or 
instrumentality of regeneration than the Word, there will be no 
barrier to the confounding of every crude impulse of nature 
and Satan, with those of the Holy Ghost. The work of grace 
is the work of the divine Spirit’ The Word is also His; and 
He always works His works in accordance with, and through 
His word, because He is a wise and unchangeable Agent. 
Such is the uniform teaching of Scripture, confirmed by expe- 
rience. Christians are “born again, not of the corruptible 
seed: but of incorruptible, by the word of God, which liveth 
and abideth forever.” 1 Peti: 23. The Holy Ghost renovates 
the mental vision; the word of God alone furnishes the lumin- 
ous medium through which the renovated vision sees. Here 
is the only safe middle ground between Rationalism on the one 
hand, and Fanaticism on the other. To give up the first truth 
is to surrender the whole doctrines of grace. To forsake the 
second is to open the floodgates to every wild delusion. 
There are two grades of Pelagian view, as to the nature 
6. Pelagian and and agency of regeneration. Both regard it 
semi-Pelagian View of as only a change of purpose in the sinner’s 
Regencration: mind: whe1eas Calvinism regards it as a rev- 
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olution of the moral dispositions which determine the purpose 
of the mind; accompanied with an enlightening of the under- 
standing in spiritual things. The ancient, thorough Pelagian 
taught a regeneration produced, in the baldest sense, by mere 
moral suasion—i. e., by the mere force of moral inducements, 
operating according to the laws of mind. In his mouth, con- 
verting grace meant nothing more than God’s goodness in 
revealing the moral inducements of the Scriptures; in endow- 
ing man with reason and conscience, and in providentially 
bringing those revealed encouragements into contact with his 
sane understanding. See Histories of Doctrines. But the 
New England Pelagian attributes to the Holy Ghost some indi- 
rect agency in presenting moral truths with increased energy to 
the soul. Still, he denies a proper supernatural agency therein; 
teaches that the office of the Holy Ghost is only suasive 
through the truth, and not renovating ; and makes His work the 
same generically, only vastly stronger in degree, with that of 
the minister who holds forth the gospel to his fellow-men. It 
was said, for instance, that Dr. Duffield said: “The only reason 
I cannot convert a sinner with gospel truth, like the Holy 
Ghost, is that I am not as eloquent as He is.” !* 
Now, if we disprove this higher theory, the lower is of 
Pies. pel a RPMESE disproved along with it. But we 
erly Gefned.  ._-prove that regeneration is not a mere change 
of the human purpose, occurring in view of 
motive ; but,a supernatural renovation of the dispositions which 
determine the moral purpose, and of the understanding in the 
apprehension of moral and spiritual truth; the whole resulting 
in a permanent and fundamental conversion in the actings of 
the whole man as to sin and holiness—the flesh and God. To 
such a change the human will is utterly inadequate and irrele- 
vant ; because the change goes back of the will. It is therefore 
a divine and almighty work of the Father and Son through the 
Holy Ghost, as Their Agent. And this conception of regene- 
ration is in strict conformity with that view of the nature of the 
will, which we saw a correct psychology dictate. It distin- 
guishes properly between motive and inducement, the former 
being subjective, the latter objective; the former being the 
efficient, the latter only the occasion, of rational volitions. So, 
our view recognizes the practical truth, that the subjective dis- 


*You will, some of you, recall the queer statement of Woods, in his ‘Old and 
New Theology,” of the geometrical illustration of conversion, given by a famous 
theologian of the semi-Pelagian school. ‘The cross is the centre of attraction. The 
sinner is moving around it in a semi-circle, during the process of conversion, under 
the suasive influence of gospel truth. This finds him, at first, proceeding along the 
downward limb of the curve, directly towards hell. But the inducement deflects the 
sinner more and more, unt at that point where the first quadrant ends, the down- 
ward motion ceases, and an upward tendency is about to begin. This point marks 
the stage of regeneration. As gospel inducement still continues to draw, the sinner 
pursues more and more of an upward course. This quadrant represents the progress 
of sanctification, at the end of which, the sinner flies off at a tangent to heaven! 
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position is decisive of all rational volitions—i. e., that the free 
agent chooses according to his moral nature, because his own 
moral nature decides how he shall view inducements. And we 
also concur with that practical view, which regards subjective 
character as a permanent and uniform cause, communicating 
regularly its own quality to the series of moral volition. This 
character is, in the sinner, carnal. To make the conduct spiri- 
tual, the character must be renewed. _ 

(a) Our view is probably proved by the fact that, while 
Proved. 1st. By Man’s Man shows so much efficiency in all his 
Failures in Moral Rev- physical exploits, especially where combined 
Baile power is applied, his moral enterprises are so 
feeble and futile. He can bridge mighty floods, navigate the 
trackless seas, school the elements, renovate the surface of the 
globe; but how little can he do to ameliorate moral evils by all 
his plans! Where are all his reformed drunkards, savages civ- 
ilized, races elevated, without divine grace? If his external 
works of moral renovation are so scanty, we may expect his 
internal to be so. 

Every instance of the permanent change of a hardened 
sinner to godliness, bears, to the experienced eye, the appear- 
ance of a power above man’s; because we see so few men 
make otherwise a radical change of habits and principles, after 
these are fully formed. The wise observer of the world will 
tell you that few men, except under this peculiar power of 
Christianity, change their course after they pass. the age of 
thirty years. Those who are indolent then, do not: become 
systematically industrious. Those who are then intemperate, 
rarely become sober. The radically dishonest never become 
trustworthy. It is also happily true, that good principles 
and habits then well established, usually prove permanent 
to the end of life. But, as it is easier for feeble man to degen- 
erate than to improve, the few instances in which this rule does 
not hold, are cases of changes from the better to the worse. 
When, therefore, I see, under the gospel, a permanent change 
of a hardened sinner for the better, my experience inclines me 
to believe that he has felt some power above that of mere 
nature. 

(b) I argue that the new birth is the exceeding greatness 

ond. By DifferentEf, Of God’s power, because of the different 
fects of Truth in Same effects which accompany the preaching of 
UE the gospel to different men, and to the same 
men at different times. Were the power only the natural influ- 
ence of the truth, these diverse effects could not be explained 
consistently with the maxim that “like causes produce like 
effects.” The same gospel-inducements are offered to a con- 
gregation of sinners, and “some believe the things which are 
spoken and some believe not.” It is not always the most 
docile, amiable, or serious mind that yields; such unbelievers 
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often remain callous to its appeals, while some ignorant, stub- 
born and hardened sinner is subdued. How is this? If the 
whole influence were in. the truths preached, should not the 
effects show some regular relation to the cause? Should not 
the truth prevail where the natural obstacles are least, if it pre- 
 vailed at all? Why do we see cases in which it fails before the 
weaker, and triumphs over the stronger resistance? It is 
because, in one case, “the exceeding greatness of God’s 
power ” is behind that ‘truth, and in the other case, is absent. 
But if you deny the sovereign agency of the Holy Ghost 
in the new birth, you have a more impracticable case to 
explain. It is the case of him who had resisted this gospel for 
twenty, thirty, or fifty years, and has yet been subdued by it at 
last. If the truth had natural power within itself to persuade 
this soul, why did it not effect it at first? If it lacked that 
power, how does it come to effect the work at last, after so 
many failures? This mystery is enhanced by two great facts. 
The one is, that the futile presentation of this gospel-truth for 
so many years must, in accordance with the well-known law of 
habit, have blunted the sensibilities of the soul, and rendered 
the story of redemption trite and stale. If you know anything 
of human nature, you cannot but admit this result. Repetition 
must make any neglected story dull. That which at first some- 
what excited the attention and sensibilities, urged so often in 


vain, must become as 


“‘Trksome as a twice told tale, 
Vexing the dull ear of a drowsy man.”’ 


Familiarity and inattention must blunt the feelings toward 
such a story. The man who first approaches Niagara has his 
whole ear filled with that mighty, sullen roar of the waters, 
which shakes the very ground beneath his feet. The dwellers 
at the spot are so habituated to it by use, that they forget to 
hear it at all! The ingenuous boy almost shudders at the first 
sight of blood, though it be only that of the bird he has 
brought down in his sport. See that person, when hardened by 
frequent scenes of carnage and death into the rugged soldier, 
insensible to the fall of the comrade by his side, and planting 
his foot with a jest upon human corpses, as he mounts to the 
“imminent, deadly breach.” 

The other fact that you must take into the account is, 
that while the sinner is growing more callous to sacred truth 
by its neglect, every active principle of ungodliness within him 
must be growing by its indulgence. Is any one ignorant of 
this law, that a propensity indulged is thereby strengthened? 
Need I bring instances to prove or illustrate it? How else 
does any man grow from bad to worse; how does the temper- 
ate drinker grow into a drunkard, the card- -player into a gam- 
bler, save by the force of this law? It must be then, that 
while the sinner is neglecting the gospel, at the bidding of 
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ungodliness, the love of the world, avarice, sensual lusts, self- 
will, pride, ambition, false shame, with every evil outward habit 
are growing into giant strength. 

This, then, is the case which you have to solve. Here is 
an influence, the natural force of sacred truth, which was fully 
plied to overcome the unbelief of the young heart, with every 
advantage of fresh interest, the tenderness of maternal love, 
the gentle and venerable authority of a father amidst the sweet 
sanctities of home; plied when the soul was still unformed, and 
in the plastic gristle of its childhood. . But even in this tender 
heart, the inborn power of ungodliness was too strong; the 
application utterly failed. But now, after this truth has been 
exhausted of its power by twenty, thirty, or it may be, fifty 
years of useless presentation; and after this native ungodliness, 
too strong in its infancy, has been hardened by as many years 
of sin into the rugged bone of manhood, lo! the powerless 
truth suddenly becomes powerful! The stubborn sinner list- 
ens, feels, and submits!. Natural agencies cannot account for 
this. The finger of God is there. Let me suppose a parallel 
case. Years ago, suppose, when the trees which embower this 
Seminary, were lithe saplings, and I in the vigor of my first 
prime, you saw me lay hold of one of them with my hands, 
and attempt to tear it from its seat. But, though a sapling, it 
was too strong forme. Now years ‘have rolled around, that 
tree has grown to a giant of the forest ; and I return, no longer 
in the pride of youth, but a worn and ‘tottering old man; and 
you, the same spectators, are here again. You see me go to 
that very tree, and attempt to wrench it from its place. You 
laugh scornfully; you say: “Does the old fool think he can 
pull up that sturdy oak? He was unable to do it before, when 
it was a sapling, and he was strong.” Yes, but suppose the 
tree came up in his feeble hand? You would not laugh then! 
You would stand awe-struck, and say: ‘“‘ Something greater than 
nature is here.” 

And so say I, when I see the sturdy old sinner, hardened 
by half a century of sins and struggles against the truth, bow 
before the same old gospel story, which he had so often 
spurned. When I see the soul which was by nature dead in 
trespasses and sins, and which has been stiffening and growing 
— more chill, under the appliances of human instruction and per- 
suasion, at the last, when the zeal and hope and strength of 
man are almost spent, suddenly quickened under our hands, I 
know that it is “the exceeding greatness of God’s power (not 
ours) according to the working of His mighty power which He 
wrought in Christ when He raised Him from the dead.” . 

Does any one attempt to escape this conclusion by saying 
that the new efficacy of the truth may have been derived from 
the superior force or eloquence of the orator who preached it on 
this occasion, or from the advantage of some such circumstance? 
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I have two answers. One is, that there are no circumstances 
so auspicious, and no eloquence so persuasive as those which 
this soul has already resisted as an impenitent child. What 
eloquence is equal to that of the Christian mother, as she draws 
her beloved son to her knee, and tells him the history of Jesus’ 
love, in accents tremulous with unutterable tenderness? The 
other answer is, that the plain facts and persuasives of the gos- 
pel are, in themselves too infinite to receive any appreciable 
weight from the trivial incidents of a perspicuous statement and 
an eloquent tongue. In the simple story of the cross, with 
divine love there dying a shameful and bitter death for its 
guilty enemies; in the offer of a heaven of everlasting and 
unspeakable bliss, and the threat of an eternal and remediless 
hell; even if they be but intelligibly lisped in the feeble voice 
of a child, there should be a weight so immense, that beside it, 
all the enlargements of human rhetoric would be as naught 

Man’s skill of speech does not weigh where Christ and 
eternity prove too light. It is as though a great mountain had 
been put in the balance against the mightier strength of ungod- 
liness, but could not counterpoise it. And then I come and 
with my puny hand, cast one litt'e stone at the mountain’s base 
and say: “There; I have added to its weight; it will no 
longer prove too light.” Such folly is it to expect that man . 
can convert. Where the story of the cross has been resisted, 
naught can do it, “ save the exceeding greatness of His power.” 

But (c): when we consider what the change in the new 
birth is, and what the heart to be changed is, 
we plainly see that the work is above nature. 

he soul of a man has its natural laws, as truly 
as the world of matter. In both worlds, we learn these laws by the 
uniformity of ourexperience. Because all men have ever seen 
water run down hill, therefore, we say that this isthe law of its 
gravitation. And, therefore, when the waters of Jordan stood on 
a heap while the ark of God and Israel passed through its channel, 
men knew it was a miracle. The sun and the moon have 
always proceeded regularly from their rising to their setting. 
Hence, when their motion ceased at the word of Joshua, it was 
plainly a miracle. 

Now universal observation proves that ungodliness is the 
natural law of man’s soul, as the Scriptures declare. This heart 
is, in different degrees and phases, universal among natural 
men, in all racesand ages, under all religions and forms of 
civilization; whatever religious instincts men may have, and to 
whatever pious observances they may be driven by remorse, or 
self-righteousness, or spiritual pride. We percieve that this 
disposition of soul begins to reveal itself in all children as early 
as any intelligent moral purpose is disclosed. We observe that 
while it is sometimes concealed, or turned into new directions 
by, the force of circumstances, it is always latent, and is.a uni- 
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versal and controlling principle of conduct towards God. We 
find that it holds its evil sway in spite of all light, and rational 
conviction in men’s own minds, and of inducements drawn from 
conscience and heaven and hell, which ought to be omnipotent. 
Such is every man’s inward history, until grace reverses his 
career. 

Now I claim that these facts of experience authorize me in 
regarding this ungodly disposition in man as natural and funda- 
mental. How do we learn more certainly that any other native 
trait or affection belongs to the constitution of his soul? It is 
plain that since Adam’s fall, ungodliness is as radically a native 
disposition of man’s soul, as the desire of happiness, or the fear 
of pain. (John iii: 6.) 

But here I remind you, that no man ever reverses or totally 
eradicates, or revolutionizes any material or fundamental dis- 
- position of soul, by his own purpose or choice; nor can any 
mere inducement persuade him to do so. Look and see. 
These principles may be bent, they may be concealed, they 
may be turned into new channels by self-interest, or by educa- 
tion, or by restraint... The same selfishness which in the season 
of heady youth prompted to prodigality, may in thrifty age 
inspire avarice; but it is never eradicated by natural means. 
Hunger is a natural appetite. Should a physician tell you that 
he had a patient with a morbid appetite, but that by his elo- 
quent pictures of the dangers of relapse and death from the 
imprudent indulgence in food, he had actually caused the man 
no longer to be hungry; you would tell him, ‘Sir, you deceived 
yourself; you have only persuaded him to curb his hunger; he 
feels it just as before.” Suppose this physician told you, that 
he had plied his patient’s mind with such arguments for the 
utility of a certain nauseous. drug, that it had actually become 
sweet to his palate? Your good sense would answer: ‘No, 
sir; it is in itself bitter to him as before; you have only indu~ed 
him by the fear of death—a more bitter thing—to swallow it in 
spite of its odiousness ?”’ 

Try my assertion again, by some of the instinctive pro- 
pensities of the mind, instead of these animal appetites, and 
you will find it equally true. The distinction of eum and 
tuum is universal in human minds, and the love of one’s own 
- possessions is instinctive in men’s hearts. Can you then argue 
or persuade a man into a genuine and absolute indifference to. 
his own? This was one of the things which monasticism pro- 
fessed to do: monks were required to take the three vows of 
‘obedience, chastity and poverty.” Many devout and super- 
stitious persons; upon entering monasteries, reduced themselves 
to absolute and perpetual poverty, by giving their goods to the 
Church or the poor, and foreswore forever the pursuits by 
which money is acquired. But was the natural love of posses- 
sion really eradicated? The notorious answer was, No.. Every 
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one of these monks was as ready as any other man to contest 
the posession of his own cell, his own pallet, his own gown and 
cowl, his own meager food. And for the common wealth of 
their monastery and. order, they uniformly contended with a 
cunning and greediness which surpassed all others; until they 
engrossed to themselves half the wealth of Europe. 

The love of applause is native to man. Can reasoning of 
persuasion truly extinguish it? These. may correct, direct, of 
conceal this passsion; they candono more. The hermit pro- 
fessed to have extinguished it. -He hid himself in deserts and 
mountains from the society of men, and pretended that he was 
dead to their praise and their attractions, dead to all but 
heaven. But he who sought out this hermit and conversed 
with him, soon detected in him an arrogance and spiritual pride 
above those of all others: and the chief reason why he was 
content to dwell in savage solitudes, was that the voice of fancy 
brought to his soul across the wastes which sundered him from 
the haunts of men, their applause for his sanctity, in strains 
sweeter to his pride than the blare of bugles and the shouts of 
the multitude. 

I return, then, to my point. There is, there can be, no 
case, in which mere inducements work in man a permanent pur- 
pose, contrary to the natural dispositions of his soul. But 
ungodliness is a native, a universal, a radical propensity. 
Hence, when we see such a revolution in this as the Gospel 
requires in the new birth, we must believe that it is above 
nature. This great change not only reforms particular vices, 
but revolutionizes their original source, ungodliness. It not 
only causes the renewed sinner to submit to obedience, as the 
bitter, yet necessary medicine of an endangered soul; it makes 
him prefer it for itself, as his daily bread.. It not only refrains 
from sin which is still craved; as the dyspeptic refuses to him- 
self the dainties for which he longs, lest his indulgence should 
be punished with the agonies of sickness; it hates sin for its 
own sake. The holy and thorough submission to God's will, 
which the convert before dreaded and resisted, he now loves and 
approves. Nothing less than this is a saving change. For 
God’s command is: “My son, give me thine heart.” He 
requireth truth in the inward parts, and in the hidden parts He 
shall make us to know wisdom. | Saith the Saviour; “ Either 
make the tree good and his fruit good, or else make the tree 
corrupt and his fruit corrupt.” Such is the change which makes 
the real Christian. 

This is also more than an argument of experience. By all 

! _ sound mental science, man’s moral spon- 

ie ee View taneity, while real, puts itself forth according 
toa law. That law is found in the natural 

state of his dispositions: i. e., the dispositions direct the will. 
Man is free. His soul is (wherever responsible) self: 
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determined, but it is the dispositions which determine the will. 
Now, it is preposterous to expect the will to renovate the origi- 
nal dispositions; the effect to determine its own cause. Nor 
can the presentation of inducement alone’ change those dispo- 
sitions, because the influence, which external objects shall have 
as inducements, is itself dependent on the state of the disposi- 
tions. For illustration: What would be thought of an attempt 
to revolutionize the tastes of the palate for the sweet, by pre- 
senting the bitter as attractive? Itis the state of that palate 
by nature which determines the attraction to be in the sweet, 
and only repulsion in the bitter. A direct physiological agent 
must be applied. 

(d.) We argue this truth from the tenour of Scripture. 
First: man’s natural condition is said to be 
one of blindness, of deadness, of impotency, 
of bondage, of stony-heartedness. Rev. iii: | 
7; pn se Romovs 05 ets. vill 2a.) Eine pager 
Now, these are figures; but if there is any accuracy or justice 
in the Bible use of figures, they must be incompatible with the 
idea that light alone causes vision in the blind eye, or truth and 
inducement alone, motion in the dead, bound, helpless soul. 
Next: the proper, supernatural character of regeneration is 
proved by the Bible accounts of the work itself. It is a new 
creation, -Ps. hs 10s "Hpk it s10,; new burth, ) ne. 
Titis iii: 5. A resitrrection from death): Eph ine tay soe ox 
giving of a fleshly in place of a stony héart. Ezek. xxxvi: 26, 
An opening of blind eyes. 2 Cor. iv: 6. Here again the crea- 
ture cannot create itself, the child beget itself, the dead body 
re-animate itself, the stony heart change itself, the darkness 
illuminate itself at the prompting of inducements. An external 
and almighty power is requisite. Again do we urge that if 
these tropes are not false rhetoric (which none can charge on 
the Holy Ghost without profanity) they cannot convey less 
meaning than this: that in this change an external power is 
exerted on the soul, which the latter can have no share in 
originating, even as the material, however susceptible of becom- 
ing an organism, cannot, as material, participate in the initial, 
fashioning act. We find a third and large class of Scriptures, 
which speak of the renewing grace as in order to the charac- 
‘teristic acts of conversion. Such are Psvicxix: 18. ~Frov. ¥viz 
i). Jer. XXX: 19; ‘XXxXiL? 40, “eee 7: ee eae 
48; xvi: 14." Jno. vi: 44, 45. Phil. 11: 13. According tothe 
first of these texts, the opening of the eyesis in order to vision. 
Then the light, which enters by vision, cannot be the original, 
opening agent. Again, we have a number of Scriptures, in 
which the power of the Holy Ghost working in us is distinguish- 
ed’ from‘ ‘the Word.’ «See 1 Commis. or Diness it ae 
Cor. iii: 6, 9. Last: The immediate operation of God is. 
asserted in sundry places, inthe most discriminating forms of 
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speech possible. “Such are Jno.1>"12, 13. Eph. i: 19, 20, 
andii: 10. Further Scriptural and logical proofs will appear 
under the next head; which will reinforce the present argu- 
ment, while bearing ‘especially upon their own proposition. 

(e.)If regeneration were by moral suasion, man would be 
his ownsaviour in a sense, excluded by the 
scriptires y cas ant Cor, viv 307. “TE at were 
by moral suasion, of course regenerating 
grace would always be vincible; and, consequently, believers 
would have no sufficient warrant to pray to God for salvation. 
There would be only a probability at best, that God could save 
them ; and to the mind taking an impartial survey of the relat- 
ive numbers who have ever resisted the Gospel, that probability 
would not appear strong. If the change were by moral suasion 
only, we should have no difference of kind, between this divine 
work and the human work of the teacher in training his pupils 
to right habits, and the temperance lecturer in persuading peo- 
ple away from drunkenness. Can any one believe that the 
Scriptures mean no more than this by all their strong assertions 
of the divine power in effectual calling? But worse than this, 
we should leave no generic difference between the renewing 
work of God and the seductive work of the devil. He decoys 
men to their ruin, by the suasive influence of objective induce- 
ments. God allures them to salvation by the suasive influence 
of an opposite sort of inducements. Thus we should degrade 
God’s almighty work of grace, into an equal contention between 
Him and His doomed rebel slave, Satan, in which the latter 
succeeds at least as often as God! 

7. There isa sense in which the Holv Ghost is said to ope- 

fe Wier Operation of 8" regeneration only mediately, through the 
the Spirit Mediate? truth, which is held not by Pelagians, but: by 
Dick’s View. Calvinists. 

But that we may do no injustice, let us distinguish. Among 
those who explain depravity and regeneration by Gospel light, 
there appear to be four grades of opinion. The lowest is that 
of the Pelagian, who denies all evil kadztus of will, regards 
regeneration as a mere self-determination to a new purpose of 
living, and holds that it is wrought simply by the moral suasion 
of the truth. This virtually leaves out the Holy Ghost. The 
second is that of the semi-Pelagian, who holds that the will is 
not indeed dead in sin, but that it is greatly corrupted ‘by evil 
desires, cares of this world, bad example, and evil habits (con- 
suetudines not habttus). Hence, Gospel truth never engages the 
soul's attention strongly enough to exert an efficacious moral 
suasion, until the Holy Ghost calms and fixes*the mind upon it 
by His gracious, suasive influence. The truth, thus gaining 
access to the soul, regenerates it. The third class, disclaiming 
all semi-Pelagianism, hold that the truth ought to, and would 
control the will, if clearly and fully seen; but that in virtue of 
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the natural blindness of the understanding (which they regard 
as the source of depravity) the truth cannot be thus seen, until 
the mind is divinely illuminated;. and this illumination, a true, 
gracious, spiritual and efficacious work, is regeneration. ‘As soon 
as that is done, the truth spiritually seen, revolutionizes the will 
by its natural power; for the will must always follow the preva- 
lent dictate of the understanding. Such was most probably 
the scheme of-Claude Pajon. The fourth class is that of Dr. 
Alexander, Dr. Dick, and we presume, of Dr. Hodge. Holding 
that the rudiments of our depravity are in the blinded: under- 
standing primarily, and in the perverted will derivatively, they 
«also hold that illumination is regeneration; but they add that, 
in order for this illumination, a supernatural operation on the 
mind itself is necessary. And that operation is the causative 
source of conversion. This distinguishes their scheme from 
that of Pajon. This also saves their orthodoxy ; yet, we repeat, 
it seems to us an inconsistent orthodoxy in one particular. We 
ask them: Is that immediate operation of the Holy Ghost— 
that prerequisite of illumination—the sovereign and immediate 
revolution in the hadztus of the will? And they answer, No; 
for that would imply the view which we hold, and they disclaim 
it, as to the radical source of moral quality in the soul. What 
then is the operation? They reply: We do not know; it is 
inscrutable, being back of consciousness. But to us it appears, 
that if illumination of the understanding is the whole direct effi- 
ciency of the Holy Ghost in regeneration, it is more natural 
and consistent to stop where Pajon stops, with a mediate con- 
version through the truth. 

Another consequence of this view must be to modify the 
definition of saving faith. If blindness of 
mind is the ultimate element of spiritual 
death, and illumination the primary element in regeneration, 
then faith ought to be defined, as Dr. Alexander does (Relig. 
Exp.) as being simply, a hearty mental conviction of truth. 
A third result must be to decide the order in which repentance 
and faith are related in their generics. From the same prem- 
ises it must follow, that faith is in order to repentance, instead 
of repentance being implicit in the first movement of faith and 
motive thereto, as Scripture seems to teach. This question, 
_then, is by no means a mere logomachy, or a psychological curi- 
osity. It carries grave results. These divines would by no 
means teach that regeneration is not a divine, supernatural and 
invincible work of grace. But they suppose that the essential 
change isin the illumination of the understanding, which God’s 
Spirit indeed almightily effects; but, to effect which, nothing 
more is needed than to secure for the truth a true spiritual 
apprehension by the understanding. The truth being truly 
apprehended, they suppose the renovation of the will follows as 
a necessary result, without further supernatural agency ; 
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because, according to our Calvinistic psychology, the soul’s emo- 
tions are governed by its views of the objects thereof; and the 
will always follows the latest and most decisive conviction of the 
understanding. They claim the order of phrases in the Cate- 
chism, question 31. They sometimes describe the alternative 
doctrine, as teaching that depravity is in the feelings as distin- 
euished from the intelligence; that the only inability of the 
sinner is his disinclination to good, that the understanding fol- 
lows the will instead of the will’s following the understanding, 
that regeneration is only a change in the feelings ; and that it 
affects only a part (the emotive) and not the whole of the soul. 
Much stress is laid by them on the fact, that the soul is a 
monad, and its faculties not divisible parts, but only modes of 
function in the monadic spirit; that both depravity and regene- 
ration are not by patches, but of the soul as a soul. 

But we beg leave to re-state our view in our own way. 
The soul is a unit, a monad, not constituted, 
as material things are, of parts, or members ; 
but endowed with faculties which are distinct 
modes of its indivisible activity. These, according to the psy- 
chology of the Bible and of common sense, fall into the three 
divisions of intelligence, will, and sensibility—the latter class 
being passive powers. By the word “will,” in this discussion, 
we mean, not the specific power of volition, but that which the 
Reformed divines and our Confession mean by it, the whole 
active power of man’s spontaneity; what Sir William Hamil- 
ton terms “the conative powers;” i. e. the whole faculty. of 
active desire and purpose. While the soul issimply passive only 
in its sensibilities, and its functions of intelligence are its own 
self-directed functions, yet it is by its will, or conative powers, 
that it is an agent, or puts forth its spontaneity. Now, the soul 
is depraved as a soul; and is regenerated as a soul; not by 
patches or parts, seeing it has no parts. But we conceive that 
this obvious fact is entirely consistent with the proposition, that 
sin (or holiness) affects the soul as to one of its faculties more 
primarily than the others. And let us remark here once for all, 
that it is entirely inconsistent in Dr. Hodge, to object the sim- 
plicity of the soul to those who think with us, that sin affects 
the soul rudimentally in the faculty of will, and consequentially 
in those of understanding and sensibility; when he himself 
teaches, vice versa, that sin affects it rudimentally in the faculty 
of intelligence, and consequentially in those of will and sensi- 
bility. For, if the fact that the soul is a unit refutes us, it 
equally refutes him. Both opinions would in that case be out 
of the question equally, and the debate impossible. Again: 
Dr. Hodge, and those who think with him, dwell much on the 
complexity of the soul’s acts, as involving at once two or more 
of its faculties or modes of function. They tell us that an act 
of understanding accompanies every act of desire or choice. 
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True. But they themselves go on to assert a relation of causa- 
tion between the intellective element and the conative element, 
as to the production, or rise of the concrete act of soul. Why, 
then, may not we assign a causative relation to the one or the 
other of these two elements, as to the moral quality of that 
concrete act of soul? We shall find the divines we indicate, 
(as Chalmers, A. Alexander, and Hodge,) when hardly bestead 
to sustain their peculiar views on this point, resorting very 
freely to the statements, that the soul is a unit; that it is de- 
praved or regenerated as a unit; that it acts as a unit; that it 
performs one concrete function often through two or more 
faculties, which act not separately as members, but only distin- 
guishably as modes of function. We repeat, all this is granted ; 
but it is irrelevant. For it would, if it proved anything in the 
case, as much preclude the one causative order as the other. It 
would be as unreasonable to say “the understanding guides the 
will,” as to say “the will sways the understanding.” Let this 
be remembered. 

We have thus disencumbered the issue which we wish to 
examine. It is this: In defining depravity, are we to place the 
rudimentary element of the sinful nature, in the blinded-under- 
standing, misleading the spontaneity, and thus qualifying the 
soul as a whole morally evil? Such is the view of the divines 
named. “Or, are we to find it rudimentally in the perverted 
habitus of the will, causatively corrupting and blinding the 
understanding, and thus qualifying the soul as a whole morally 
evil? Such is our understanding of the Scriptures, and the 
Reformed theology. 

In support of this, we advance this simple argument. By 
its function of intelligence the soul sees; by 
its will it acts. Now, does not common sense 
teach us, that moral responsibility attaches to those acts and 
states of soul which it puts forth from itself, by its sponta- 
neity, more primarily than to those with which it is affected by 
causes out of itself? Witness the fact, that multitudes of per- 
cepts and concepts affect our minds, without any movement of 
desire or volition whatever; the former from objective sources, 
the latter from the instinctive law of suggestion. This is the 
decisive feature which, according to common sense, forbids our 
‘regarding the cognitive acts of the soul as those by which it is. 
primarily qualified with moral character. 

It is true, that conscience is the faculty, which is our moral 
guide; but then our moral: quality as persons is in our con- 
formity or enmity to that guidance. What is it, in us, that is 
conformed or opposed to that guidance? Primarily, the will. 
And this brings our debate, it appears to us, up to that scriptu- 
ral test, which is the decisive one. It so happens that the Holy 
Ghost has given us an exact definition of the idea of sin. 
‘Hl épaptia eotty 7 dvopta, (1 John iii: 4,) which our Catechism 
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imitates. The voyoc, the standard is, first, the law of our moral 
nature written on our hearts by our Creator; and, secondly, His 
revealed precepts taught to our intellects. The sin consists, 
according to St. John, in lack of conformity to that standard. 
We repeat the question: What is it in sinful man which is not 
conformed to that standard? Every sinner’s consciousness 
answers; partially the reason, but chiefly and primarily the 
will; and thence, consequentially, the animal appetites and 
bodily members. This scriptural view is confirmed by one 
remark: Let any one collect as many as he can, of those acts 
of men, to which the Scriptures and theologians appeal, as a 
posterioit proofs of native depravity, and he will find that they 
all fall under this common predication—that in them the will 
opposes itself obstinately to the soul’s own moral judgments. 
This, in fine, is the analytic statement of that universal fact, in 
which the moral disorder and ruin of man’s soul manifests itself. 

The reasonings which we have attempted to answer seem 
to us to involve this illusion; that because man is a reasonable 
agent, his spontaneity is but a modification of his reason. But 
is this so? Is not this sufficiently refuted, by the fact which 
Dr. Hodge cites against us; that other creatures have a sponta- 
neity, which have no reason? In truth, spontaneity is an ulti- 
mate fact of human consciousness, and an ultimate power of 
the soul, as much so as reason. It is co-ordinate in primariness 
and simplicity with the power of reason. It has its own origi- 
nal hadztus, its “ disposition,” which re-acts on the reason as 
truly as it is acted on. Against this view some may cry out: 
“Then the action of a man’s spontaneity might be no more a 
rational action, than the pulsation of his heart!” We reply: 
The instance is unfair; because the will is not a separate 
member like that muscle called “heart” in the body; but it is 
a mode of function of the soul, a spiritual unit. And that soul 
which wills is a rational unit. So that all action of will is the 
action of a rational agent. But we concede that spontaneity is 
sometimes unconsciously irrational; and thatislunacy. Often- 
times it is contra rational; and that is sinfulness. Sometimes, 
by God’s grace, we find it truly conformed to reason; and that 
is holiness. 

But the favorite plea of the fathers who differ with us, is 
that it is the recognized doctrine of all sound 
philosophers, that the will follows the preva- 
lent judgment of the intellect. They say: 
“Man feels as his mind sees; the view of the mind therefore 
must direct or govern the feeling ; and the prevalent last judg- 
ment must decide the will.’ It is from this statement Dr. 
Hodge infers that depravity and holiness must be ultimately 
traced to the intellect; Dr. Dick infers that the revolution of 
the will, in effectual calling, is the natural effect of true illumi- 
nation; and Dr, Alexander infers that a faith which is simply 
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full conviction of the truth, is all we need to make the soul 
embrace salvation and duty. This psychological law we fully 
admit; it is what defines man as a reasonable agent. ‘That is, 
granted that the prevalent judgment of the intellect be of a 
given nature on a specific subject, then the feeling and choice 
of the soul on that subject will of course correspond. But the 
analysis stops one step too short. Whence the kind of view 
and judgment which the intellect is found to have on that given 
subject? Is it always of a purely intellectual origin? This is 
tacitly assumed, but erroneously. Let the subject be one of a 
moral nature, involving an object of choice or desire, and it will 
be found that there, the heart has taught the head; the opinion 
is the echo of the disposition; the power of spontaneity, co-or- 
dinate with that of intelligence, has announced its own original 
habitus. J\.etusexplain: A child tastes experimentally, candies, 
sweetmeats, honey, sugar. In each case his palate is gratified. 
On this similarity of power to gratify the palate, his mind con- 
structs a generalization, forms the class of “sweet things,’ and 
concludes the general judgment; “Sweet things are good.” 
Now, this general judgment may be as truly and purely ac- 
counted an intellectual process, as the arithmetical one that a 
larger subtrahend must make a smaller remainder. And it may 
be said that, in every subsequent desire and purpose to seek the 
“sweet things,’ the child’s will follows this intellectual judg- 
ment. Very true. And yet it is none the less true, that the 
judgement is itself a generalization of a series of acts of appe- 
tency; the mere echo of the instinctive verdict of an animal 
appetite. So that in its last analysis, the causation of the 
choice is traced up, through the intellect, to a law of the spon- 
taneity. 

We shall be reminded that the instance we have chosen 
gives us only an animal appetite, a phenome- 
non of animal spontaneity ; whereas the thing 
in debate is moral emotion and choice, which 

is always rational emotion and choice. This we fully admit, 
and we advance the instance only foran illustration. Perhaps it 
is a clumsy one. But has not the will as real, and as original, 
appetencies, as the palate? When we call the former rational, 
moral desires, what do we mean? That disposition is nothing 
but a modification of thought? We apprehend that our mean- 
ing is this: the intellect is the faculty by which we conceive the 
object of the moral appetency; as, in the case of the animal 
appetite, the nerves of sensation are the medium by which we 
perceive the sweet object. Yet in the moral phenomenon, there 
is an original disposition of will, which is as truly a spiritual 
appetency, as the bodily appetite is.an animal appetency. If 
we are correct in this, we shall find that the judgments general- 
ized in the mind, as to the desirableness of moral good or evil, 
however purely intellectual, when abstracted from their source, 
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are yet but the echoes of the original, or regenerated appeten- 
cies of the will. Let us now apply this analysis to the sinner’s 
conversion. Why does the renewed sinner embrace Christ asa 
Saviour from sin, by his faith; and new obedience instead of 
sin, by his repentance? Because his understanding illuminated 
by grace, now judges clearly that salvation and new obedience 
are not only the obligatory, but the preferable good. Such is 
our brethrens’ answer; and we fully assent. Were it not so, the 
new choice would not be rational, and so, not spiritual. But 
now, one question more; How came this illuminated intellect to 
judge the salvation from sin, and the new obedience, the prefer- 
able good; when the original, native disposition of the will was 
to prefer the sin, and dislike the obedience ? It was only because 
the Holy Ghost sovereignly revolutionized the disposition of 
will, This was the primary cause; illumination the immediate 
consequence; and faith and repentance the practical result. 
Thus the profound Paschal, (Penusees, Ire Partie. § 3); “ God 
alone can put divine truths into the soul; and by the mode 
which pleases Him. I know He hath willed them to enter from 
the heart into the mind, and not from the mind into the heart, 
in order to humble the proud power of reasoning, which pre- 
sumes to be judge of ‘the things the will chooses, and in order 
to heal this infirm will, which has wholly corrupted itself by its 
unworthy attachments. And hence it results, that while in 
speaking of human affairs, men say: One must know in order 
to love, which hath passed into a proverb; the saints on the 
.contrary say, in speaking of divine things: “One must love in 
order to know.” 

But the decisive appeal should be, not to philosophy, but 
to the Scriptures. These would seem to sus- 
tain our view in a multitude of places; where 
sin and depravity are traced to an “evil heart,” 

a “hardened heart;” and holiness to a “ pure heart;” or where 
regeneration is a cleansing of the heart, a giving of a fleshly 
heart. 
| But there are Scriptures which not only do this, but do also 
assign an order; and with reference to moral objects, the order 
of relation is from the heart to the head. Here we claim all 
the texts already cited touching the relation of repentance to 
faith. We claim also, Mark iii: 5, where Jesus disapproved the 
Pharisees’ theory of Sabbath observance; and this because He 
was “grieved at the hardness of their heart.” So, in Eph. iv: 
18, Gentiles “have the understanding (dcdvorz) darkened, being 
alienated from the life of God through the ignorance that is in 
them, because of the blindness (or hardness, zwpwors), of their 
heart.” Here the Apostle distinctly traces sinful ignorance to 
the heart for its source. Norcan this be evaded by saying that 
heart here means “soul,” “ mind.” For this would be flagrantly 
violent exegesis: When the Apostle has designedly introduced 
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a distinct reference to the state of the cognitive faculty, by his 
own, most discriminative word, ovévoca: and then, evidently, de- 
signs to refer to the conative faculties of the soul, by the recog- 
nized word for them, zap0ra; will any one say he shall not teach 
what he aims to teach? Had he still meant “ understanding,” 
we presume He would have still said “ dsdvoea,” in the last mem- 
ber of the verse. Permit such interpretation, and next, we shall 
meet this fate, viz:, That when we are trying our best to say, 
that in spiritual things, ‘the heart leads the head ;” we shall be 
told: “No, you do not mean that; you use the word ‘heart’ 
in the comprehensive sense of ‘soul;” you mean that the head 
leads the head !” 

We are also referred to many passages, where, as our 

brethren understand them, regeneration is 

described as illumination, and depravity as 

blindness. “To turn them from darkness to 

light.” “God,” says Paul, “ was pleased to reveal His Son in 

me.’ “The eyes of the understanding being enlightened.” 

“Sanctify them through thy truth.” ‘“ Renewed* in knowledge 

after the image,” etc. “God hath shined in our hearts, to give 

the light of the knowledge of the glory of God, in the face of 
Jesus Christ.” We reply that regeneration doubtless includes 

illumination, as an essential and glorious part thereof. But it is 

a different thing to say that regeneration is only illumination. 

Should we force the Scriptures to assert the latter, we 

should only make the Bible contradict itself, when it describes 

a quickening or revolutionizing work of divine grace, which is_ 
in order to illumination, and therefore prior in causation. 

We are thus led back to that application of our theory, 
which is at once its best illustration and most 
important use; its bearing upon the doctrine 
that the Holy Ghost in regeneration operates, 
not only mediately through the Word, but also immediately 
and supernaturally. 

(a.) Because the Scriptures often speak of a spiritual power 
precedaneous to the truth, on the operation of which power, the 
saving apprehension of truth is conditioned. See Ps. cxix: 18. 
The opening is the precedent cause; the beholding of wonderful 
things out of the law, the consequence. As the eye closed by cat- 
aract cannot be restored to vision by any pouring of beams of 
light on it, however pure and condensed, so the soul does not 
acquire spiritual vision by bringing the truth alone in any 
degree of spiritual contact. The surgeon’s knife goes before, 
removing the obstruction; then, on the presentation of light, 
vision results. Both must concur. Let the student examine, 
mine same way, Luke xxiv 1.453) d4ph. 1) 17, 15.0 etsuxvi e 
Ra tA OF, let 10,)7,.0 3. ,er. uel aee ae 

(b.) We argue, secondly, against this conception of deprav- 
ity and regeneration, and in favor of the immediate agency of 
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the Holy Ghost, that were the former scheme true (even as set 
forth by Dr. Dick), faith would be in order to the regeneration 
of the will. However he might eliminate any sequence of 
time, if “this gracious knowledge necessarily leads the will from 
the world to God,” it remains clear, that faith as cause must 
precede this first renewal of the will. But the Scriptures make 
faith the fruit of renewal. The other view is Arminian. | 

(c.) The analytical exposure of the absurdity of the Pela- 
gian scheme, regeneration by moral suasion, results ultimately 
in this, namely; that the state of disposition determines @ priori 
whether any given object presented to the soul shall be of the 
nature of objective inducement or not. Moral suasion is that 
influence over the will, which objects of natural or moral excel- 
lence, presented from without, are supposed to have as induce- 
ments to right feeling and choice. Now, any object whatsoever 
is not inducement to any being whatsoever. One cannot at- 
tract a hungry horse with bacon; nor a hungry man with hay. 
Whether the object shall be inducement, depends upon its rela- 
tion to the existing appetency of the being to be influenced. 
And that state of appetency is obviously related, as cause, to 
the influence of the inducement as occasion. Hence, if the sin- 
ner’s will is naturally indisposed and disabled to all spiritual 
good, that good cannot exert moral suasion over that will; for 
the simple reason that the effect cannot reverse its own cause. 
Such is the argument; and it is exhaustive. But now, who 
does not see that this analysis proceeds upon our theory ; that 
the will has its own disposition, original, characteristic? If the 
habitus of the will is nothing else than a modification of the 
intelligence; and the sinner’s intellect is adequate to the more 
intellectual apprehension of moral truth (as it is), we see no 
reason why moral suasion might not be expected to “lead the 
will necessarily from the world to God.” 

(d.) Dr. Hodge expounds, with peculiar force and fullness, 
the solemn fact, that there is a “common grace” of the Holy 
Ghost (which is not “common sufficient grace’) convincing 
men of sin and misery up to a certain grade; but not renewing 
them. Now, this partial, spiritual light in unrenewed minds 
must be correct light as far as it goes; for it is the Spirit’s. Yet 
it does not even partially subdue the enmity of those minds to 
God and duty. The usual effect is to inflame it. See Rom. 
vil: 8,9. It appears, then, that light, without immediate grace 
revolutionizing the will, does not effect the work. Nor is the 
evasion just, that this conviction of duty inflames the carnal en- 
mity, only because depravity has made it a distorted and erro- 
neous view of duty. We assert that convicted, but unrenewed 
souls fight against God and duty, not because He is miscon- 
ceived, but because He begins to be rightly conceived. There 
is, of course, distortion of mental view concerning him as long 
as sin reigns; but He is now feared and hated, not only because 
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of that error of view; rather is He the more feared and hated, 
because the sinful soul now begins to see Him with less error, as 
a sovereign, holy, just, pure Being. 

(ec) We infer the same view of sin and new birth, from the 
regeneration of infants. They cannot be renewed by illumina- 
tion, because their intellects are undeveloped. Yet they are re- 
newed. Now, we grant that there is a wide difference in the 
circumstances and means of their redemption, and that of adults. 
Yet are they delivered from a state of original sin generically the 
same with ours; and delivered by the same Redeemer and 
Sanctifier. Must not the method of the renewing power be the 
same intrinsically ? Luke xviii: 17. 

(f.) This view gives us a consistent rationale of that impo- 

Doctrine True, be. tency of the natural man to receive the things 
cause it Explains car- of the Spirit of God, which are foolishness 
nal blindness. unto him, described in 1 Cor. it: 14, and else- 
where. This impotency too platnly exists. Dr. Dick cannot 
define wherein it consists. See his 66th Lecture. Does it con- 
_ sist in the absence of any substantive revelation, which the be- 
liever gains? No; this would be perilous fanaticism. Does 
it'consist in the hiding of any esoteric sence of the Word to 
which the believer has the key? No; this would be Origenism. 
Does it consist in the loss of a cognitive faculty by the fall? 
No; that would suspend his responsibility. Whence this im- 
potency? They have no answer. 

But we have one. The will has its own hadztus, regulative 
of all its fundamental acts, which is not a mere modification of 
the intelligence, but its own co-ordinate, original character; a 
simple, ultimate fact of the moral constitution. Hence an inter- 
action of will and intellect. On moral and spiritual subjects the 
practical generalisations of the intellect are founded on the dic- 
tates of the disposition of the will. But now, these practical 
judgments of the sinner’s understanding, prompted by the car- 
nal disposition, contradict certain propositions which are pre- 
mises to the most important gospel conclusions and precepts. 
No wonder, then, that such a mind cannot apprehend them as 
reasonable! For example: The sinner’s real opinion, taught 
by a carnal heart, is, that sin in itself, apart from its penalty 
which self-love apprehends as an evil, would be the preferred 
good. A gospel is now explained to him, proposing deliverance 
from this sin, through the instrumentality of faith. But the 
plan postulates the belief that the sin is per se so great an evil, 
that deliverance from it is a good greatly to be desired! No 
wonder, then, that, as this postulate breaks upon the understand- 
ing of the sinner, he is obfuscated, stumbled, dumb-founded! 
He is required to act on a belief which his carnal heart will not 
‘let him believe. His action, to be reasonable, must assume sin 
to be hatetful. But he loves it! He feels that he naturally 
loves it, and only hates its consequences. ‘He cannot know 
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the truth, for it is spiritually discerned.” Werea sprightly child 
allured to approach the reader by the promise of “ something 
good,” and told that he should have it upon holding out his 
hand for it; and were he to perceive, just then, that the thing 
you held out was a nauseous medicine, of whose utility to him- 
self he was ignorant, he would be struck with a similar “ ina- 
bility.’ There would be a sense in which he would become un- 
able to hold out his hand even: he would not know how to do 
it. He would stand confused. Now, this child is not becoming 
idiotic, but his native appetencies repel that which you propose 
as an attraction; and, hence, his obstinate apprehension of the 
unreasonableness of your proposal. 

Thus, as it appears to us, the simple psychology, which is 
assumed in the Bible, is found to be the truest philosophy, and 
throws a flood of light upon the doctrines held in common by 
us and by all Calvinists. 


LECTURE XLVUL 
ARMINIAN THEORY OF REDEMPTION. 


od 


SYLLABUS. 


1. Give a connected view of:the Arminian Five Points. 
Art. of Synod of Dort. Whitby’s Five Points. Hill’s Divinity, bk. iv, ch. 8. 
Stapfer’s Pol. Theol., Vol. iv, ch. 17, 3 12-35. 

2. Disprove the doctrine of Common Sufficient Grace. 


Turrettin, Loc. xv, Qu. 3. Hill, bk. iv, ch.9, 31. Ridgley, Qu. 44. Wat- 
son’s Theol. Inst., ch. 24, 25. 
3. Is ‘the grace of God inregeneration invincible? And is the will of man in 
regeneration, active or passive ? 
Turrettin, Loc. xv, Qu. 5,6. Hill, bk. iv, ch. 9. Knapp, 2 130, 132. 
4. Can any Pagans be saved, without the instrumentality of the Scriptures ? 


Turrettin, Loc. 1, Qu. 4, arid Loc. x, Qu. 5. Ridgley, Qu. 60. Annual Ser- 
mon for Presb. Board For. Miss., June, 1858. 


PT HE subjects which are now brought under discussion intro- 
duce us to the very centre of, the. points. which. are 
debated between us and Arminians. I pro- 
inieine eT Sclogs: ag pose, therefore, for their farther illustration, 
and because no better occasion offers, to con- 

sider here their scheme. 

The sources of Arminian Theology would be best found 
in the apology of Episcopius, Limborch’s Christian Theology, 
and Knapp’s Christian Theology. Among the English may 
be consulted, as a low Arminian, Daniel Whitby’s Five Points ; 
as high Arminians, Wesley’s Doctrinal Tracts, and Watson’s 
Theological Institutes. For refutation of Arminianism, see 
tapier, Vol. 4; lurrsttin; Hill, bk.,4; ch:,o; 

1. A connected view of the Arminian tenets: 
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The five points handed in by the Arminians to the States 
Five Points of Re- General of Holland, in their celebrated Re- 
monstrants Ambigu- monstrance, were so covertly worded as 
ee scarcely to disclose their true sentiments. 
The assertions concerning original Sin and Free will, were 
seemingly such as Calvinists could accept. The doctrine of 
common grace was but obscurely hinted; and the perseverance 
of Saints was only doubted. But their system soon developed 
itself into semi-Pelagianism, well polished and knit together. 
Discarding the order of the five points, I will exhibit the theory 
in its logical connection. 

1. Its starting point is the doctrine of indifference of the 
“Logical Source in Will, and a denial of total depravity, as held 
Doctrine of Indiffer- by Calvinists. According to the universal 
bie ar a oon eh consent of Pelagians and Socinians, this 

: ’ self-determination of the will is held neces- 
sary to proper free agency and responsibility. Take Whitby 
as a type of the grosser Arminians. He thinks Adam was 
created liable, but not subject, to bodily death, and his immu- 
nity in Paradise was secured by his access to the Tree of Life. 
His sin made death and its attendant pains inevitable; and this 
his posterity inherit, according to the natural law, that like 
begets like. This has produced a set of circumstances, making 
all men so liable to sin, that, practically, none escape. But 
this results from no moral necessity or certainty of the will. 
Man has natural desires for natural good, but this concupiscentia 
is not sin till formed into a positive volition. But the sense of 
guilt and fear drives man from God, the pressure of earthly ills 
tends to earthly mindedness; man’s pains make him querulous, 
envious, inordinate in desire; and above all, a general evil 
example misleads. So that all are, in fact, precipitated into 
sin, in virtue of untoward circumstances inherited from Adam. 
This is the only sense in which Adam is our federal head. 
This relation is not only illustrated by, but similar to, that 
which exists between a bad parent and an unfortunate offspring 
now—in instance of the same natural. law. 

But Wesley and Watson repudiate this, as too low; and 

‘ teach a fall in Adam, prior to its reparation 
Wesleyan View of a : f. Acad 

. Original Sin. y common grace, going as far as moderate 
Calvinists. Watson, for instance, (Vol. ii, p. 

53, &c.,) says that imputation is considered by theologians as 
mediate and immediate. Mediate imputation he says, is “ our 
mortality of body and corruption of moral nature in virtue of 
our derivation from Adam.” Immediate means “that Adam’s 
sin is accounted ours in the sight of God, by virtue of our fed 
eral relation.” This, the student will perceive, is a very differ- 
ent distinction from that drawn by the Reformed divines. 
Watson then repudiates the first statement as defective: and 
the latter as extreme. Here he evidently misunderstands us: 
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for he proceeds to say, with Dr. Watts, that Adam did act asa 
public person; our federal head, and that the penal consequen- 
ces of our sin (not the sin itself), are accounted to us, consist- 
ing of bodily ills and death, privation of God’s indwelling, 
(which results in positive depravity) and eternal death. In this 
sense, says he,’we may safely contend for the imputation of 
Adam’s sin,” 

But in defending against Pelagians, &c., the justice of this 
arrangement of God, he says it must be viewed in connection 
with that purpose of redemption towards the human race, 
which co-existed in the divine mind, by which God purposed 
to purchase and bestow common grace on every fallen man, 
thus repairing his loss in Adam. (The fatal objection to such 
a justification is, that then God would have been under obliga- 
tions to provide man a Saviour: and Christ’s mission would not 
have been of pure grace). 

2. This leads us to their next point: God having intended 

__. all along to repair the fall, and having imme- 
Common Sufficient leat ft . ‘ait ieee 
Chinen y thereafter given a promise to our firs’ 
parents, has ever since communicated to all 
mankind a common precedaneous sufficient grace, purchased 
for alk by Christ’s work. This is not sufficient to effect a com- 
plete redemption, but to enable, both naturally and morally, to 
fulfil the conditions for securing redeeming grace. This com- 
mon grace consists in the indifferency of man’s will remaining, 
notwithstanding his fall, the lights of natural conscience, good 
impulses enabling unregenerate men to do works of social vir- 
tue, the outward call of mercy made, as some Arminians sup- 
pose, even to heathens through reason, and some lower forms 
of universal spiritual influence. The essential idea and argu- 
ment of the Arminian is, that God could not punish man justly 
for unbelief, unless He conferred on him both natural and moral 
ability to believe or.not. They quote such Scripture as Ps. 
Peed 2 ASM Ted Uke xing dat? ed ele dt 1 2Ot Homelite. Td 
Johni:9. So here we have, by a different track, the old con- 
clusion of the semi-Pelagian. Man, then, decides the whole 
remaining difference, as to believing or not believing, by his 
use of this precedent grace, according to his own free will. 
God's purpose to produce different results in different men is 
wholly conditioned on the use which, He foresees, they will 
make of their common grace. To those who improve it, God 
stands pledged to give the crowning graces of regeneration, 
justification, sanctification, and glorification. To the heathen, 
even, who use their light aright, (unfavourable circumstances 
may make such instances rare), Christ will give gospel light 
and redeeming grace, in some inscrutable way. 
3. Hence, the operations of grace are at every stage vin- 
papier ths cible by man’s will; to be otherwise, they 
race in egeneta~ ‘ SAL 
tion Vincible. must violate the conditions of moral agency. 
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Even after regeneration, grace may be so resisted by free will, 
as to be dethroned from the soul, which then again becomes 
unrenewed. 
4. The redeeming work of Christ was equally for all and 
ciel ial i aah every man of the human race, to make his 
Lath sins pardonable on the condition of faith,to 
purchase a common sufficient grace actually 
enjoyed by all, and the efficient graces of a complete redemp- 
tion suspended on the proper improvement of common grace 
by free will. Christ’s intention and provision are, therefore, the 
same to all. But as justice requires that the pardoned rebel 
shall believe and repent, to these who, of their own choice, 
refuse this, the provision remains forever ineffective. 
5. In the doctrine of justification, again, the lower and 
higher Arminians difier somewhat. Both de- 
fine justification as consisting simply of par- 
don. According to the lower, this justification is only purchased 
by Christ in this, that He procured from God the admission of 
a lower Covenant, admitting faith and the Evangelical obedi- 
ence flowing out of it, as a righteousness, in place of the perfect 
obedience of the Covenant of works. According to the 
higher, our faith (without the works its fruits) is imputed to us 
for righteousness, according, as they suppose, to Rom. iv: 5. 
Both deny the proper imputation of Christ’s active (as dis- 
tinguished from His passive) obedience, and deny any imputa- 
tion, except of the believer’s own faith; although the higher 
Arminians, in making this denial, seem to misunderstand 
imputation as a transference of moral character. 
Hence, it will be easily seen, that their conception of elec- 
_ tion must be the following: The only abso- 
gee Peuene Election ite and unconditional decree which God 
has made from eternity, concerning man’s 
salvation, is His resolve that unbelievers ‘shall perish. This is 
not a predestinating of individuals, but the fixing of a General 
Principle. God does, indeed, (as they explain Rom. ix—xi 
chapters), providentially and sovereignly elect races to the 
enjoyment of certain privileges; but this is not an election to 
salvation; for free-will may in any or each man of the race, 
abuse the privileges, and be lost. So far as God has an exter- 
nal purpose toward individuals, it is founded on His foresight, 
which He had from eternity, of the use they would make of 
their common grace. Some, He foresaw, would believe and 
repent, and therefore elected them to justification. Others, He 
foresaw, would not only believe and repent, but also persevere 
to the end; and these He elected to salvation. 
A thoroughly-knit system, if its premises are granted. 
II. The refutation of the Arminian theory must be 
deferred, on some points, till we pass to other heads of divinity, 
as Justification and Final Perseverance. On the extent of the 


Justification. 
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atonement enough has already been said. On the remaining 
points we shall now attempt to treat. 

In opposition to the assertion of a common sufficient 

grace, we remark, Ist. That there is no suf- 
Ne re ficient evidence of it in Scripture. The pas- 
sages quoted above do, indeed, prove that 
God has done for all men under the gospel all that is needed to 
effect their salvation, if their own wills are not depraved. But 
they only express the fact that God’s general benevolence 
would save all to whom the gospel comes, if they would 
repent; and. that the obstacles to that salvation are now only 
in the sinners. But whether it is God’s secret purpose to over- 
come that internal obstacle, in their own perverse wills, these 
texts do not say, It will be found, on examination, that they 
all refer merely to the external call, which we have proved, 
. comes short of the effectual call: or that they are addressed to 
persons who, though shortcoming, or even backsliding, are 
regarded as God’s children already. Look and see. 

The doctrine is false in fact; for how can grace be suffi- 
cient, where the essential outward call, even, 
is lacking? Rom.x:14. God declares, in 
Scripture, He has given up many to evil. 
Wets XiviwiO Romal 21, 23.ix «18, oAgain: the. doctrine 
is contradicted by the whole doctrine of God, concerning the 
final desertion of those who have grieved away the Holy 
Ghost: veces blossiv 2177) Gen. visu Hebivi 21-6,.Herevis 
a class so deserted of grace, that their damnation becomes a 
certainty. Are they, therefore, no longer free, responsible and 
blameable ? 

3. If we take the Arminian description of common suffi- 
cient grace, then many who have its elements most largely, an 
enlightened conscience, frequent compunctions, competent 
religious knowledge, amiability, and natural virtues, good 
impulses and resolutions, are lost; and some, who seem before 
to have very little of these, are saved. Howis this? Again: 
the doctrine does not commend itself to experience; for this 
tells us that, among men, good intentions are more rare than 
good opportunities. We see that some men have vastly more 
opportunity vouchsafed them by God's providence than others. 
It would be strange if, contrary to the fact just stated, all those 
who have less opportunity should have better intentions than 
opportunities. 

We have sometimes illustrated the Wesleyan doctrine of 
common sufficient grace thus: “All men lie 
in the ‘slough of despond’ in consequence 
of the fall. There is a platform, say Armin- 
ians, elevated an inch or two above the surface of this slough, 
but yet firm, to which men must struggle in the exercise of 
their common sufficient grace alone, the platform of repentance 


2. Doctrine False, 
in Fact. 


4. Common Grace, 
if Sufficient, Saves. 
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and faith. Now, it is true, that from this platform man could 
no more climb to heaven without divine grace, than his feet 
could scale the moon. But God’s grace is pledged to lift up to 
heaven all those who will so employ their free-agency, as to 
climb to that platform, and stay there.’’ Now, we say, with the 
Arminian, that a common sufficient grace, which does not work 
faith and repentance, is in no sense sufficient; for until these 
graces are exercised, nothing is done. Heb. xi: 6; Jno. iti: 36. 
But he who has these graces, we farther assert, has made the 
whole passage from death to life. That platform is the plat- 
form of eternal life. The whole difference between elect and 
non-elect is already constituted. See John iii: 36; 1 Johnv: 
L; Acts xiii+48 ; 2 Cor. v: 17, with Eph.au tized then there 
is sufficient grace, it is none other than the grace which effectu- 
ates redemption; and the Arminian should say, if consistent 
with his false premises, not that God by it puts it in every man’s . 
free will to fulfill the conditions on which further saving com- 
munications depend; but that He puts it in every man’s free 
will to save himself. 

If the doctrine is true, it is every man’s own uninfluenced 

5. Or else, it is either Choice, and not the purpose of God, which 
not Common, or not determines his eternal destiny. Either the 
acient. common grace effects its saving work in those 
who truly believe, in virtue of some essential addition made to 
its influences by God, or it does not. If the former, then it was 
not “common,” nor “ sufficient,” in those who failed to receive 
that addition. If the latter, then the whole difference in its suc- 
cess must have been made by the man’s own free will resisting 
less—i. e., the essential opposition to grace in some souls, dif- 
fers from that, in others. , But see;Rom ni i212;'27% Ecchi wits | 
11; Ephwit): 8) 93) 4 Gorm iwi 7 Romeix 6 Scand Gthelwhore 
tenour of that multitude of texts, in which believers ascribe 
their redemption, not to their own superior docility or peni- 
tence, but to distinguishing grace. 

To attain the proper point of view for the rational refuta- 
tion of the doctrine of “common” sufficient grace, it is only 
necessary to ask this question: What is the nature of the 
obstacle grace is needed to remove? Scripture answers in 
substance, that it is inability of will, which has its rudiments 
in an ungodly habitus of soul. That is to say: the thing 
grace has to remove is the soul's own evil disposition. 
Now, the idea that any cause, natural or supernatural, half 
rectifies this, so as to bring this disposition to an equipoise, 
is absurd. It is the nature of disposition to be disposed: 
this is almost a truism. It is impossible to think a moral 
agent devoid of any and all disposition. If God did pro- 
duce in a sinful soul, for one instant, the state which com- 
mon sufficient grace is supposed to realize, it would be an 
absurd ¢ertium quid, in a state of moral neutrality. As we 
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argued against the Pelagian, that state, if possible, would be 
immoral, in that it implied an indifferent equipoise as to pos- 
itive obligations. And the initial volitions arising out of that 
state would not be morally right, because they would not spring 
out of positive right motives; and such acts, being worthless, 
could not foster any holy principles or habits. The dream of 
common grace is suggested obviously, by the Pelagian confu- 
sion of inability of will with compulsion. The inventor has his 
mind full of some evil necessity which places an external 
obstruction between the sinnerand salvation ; hence this dream 
of an aid, sufficient but not efficacious, which lifts away the 
obstruction, and yet leaves the sinner undetermined, though 
free, to embrace Christ. Rkemember that the obstruction is in 
the will; and the dream perishes. The aid which removes it 
can be nothing short of that, which determines the will to 
Christ. The peculiar inconsistency of the Wesleyan is seen in 
this: that, when the Pelagian advances this idea of Adam’s 
creation in a state of moral neutrality, the Wesleyan (see Wes- 
ley’s Orig. sin. or Watson, ch. 18th), refutes it by the same irre- 
fragible logic with the Calvinists. He proves the very state of 
soul to be preposterous and impossible. Yet, when he comes 
to effectual calling, he imagines a common grace, which results, 
at least for a time, in the same impossible state of the soul! It 
is a reversion to Pelagius. 

The views of regeneration which Calvinists present, in 
calling the grace of God therein invincible, 
and in denying the synergism (ovvevyeca) of 
man’s will therein, necessarily flow from their 
view of original sin. Wedo not deny that the common call is 
successfully resisted by all non-elect gospel sinners; it is. be- 
cause God never communicates renewing grace, as He never 
intended in His secret purpose. Nor do we deny that the elect, 
while under preliminary conviction, struggle against grace, with 
as much obstinacy as they dare; this is ensured by their de- 
praved nature. But on all those whom God purposes to save, 
He exerts a power, renewing and persuading the will, so as in- 
fallibly to ensure their final and voluntary submission to Christ. 
Hence we prefer the word invincible to irresistible. This doc- 
trine we prove, by all those texts which speak of God’s power 
in regeneration as a new creation, birth, resurrection ; for the 
idea df successful resistance to these processes, on the part of 
the dead matter, or corpse, or /wtus, is preposterous. Convic- 
tion may be resisted ; regeneration is invincible. We prove it 
again from all those passages which exalt the divine and mighty 
power exerted in the work. See Eph.1: 19, 20; Ps. cx: 3. 
. Another emphatic proof is found in this, that otherwise, God 
could not be sure of the conversion of all those He purposed to 
convert; yea, not of a single one of them; and Christ would 
have no assurance that He should ever “see of the travail of | 


3. Gracein Regene- 
ration Invincible. 
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His soul” in a single case! For, in order for God to be sure of 
the result, He must put forth power adequate to overcome all 
opposing resistances. But see all those passages, in which the 
security and immutability of God’s purposes of grace are as- 
serted,,) Romeixs 215237 ‘ph: poy ipabohoaa1y ao eo ce 
Boh a'2510) 

Here, the Arminian rejoins, that God’s sczentia media, or 
foreknowledge of the contingent acts of free 
agents (arising not from His purpose of con- 
trol over those acts, but from His infinite in- 
sight into their character, and the way it will act under foreseen 
circumstances), enables Him to foreknow certainly who will im- 
prove their common grace, and that some will. His eternal 
purposes are not crossed, therefore, they say, because He only 
purposed from eternity to save those latter. The fatal answer 
is, that if the acts of free agents are certainly foreseen, even 
with this sezentza medza, they are no longer contingent, but cer- 
tain; and worse than this: Man’s will being in bondage, all the 
foreknowledge which God has, from His infinite insight into hu- 
man character, will be only a foreknowledge of obdurate acts 
of resistance on man’s part, as long as that will is unsubdued. 
God’s foreknowledge, in that case, would have been a fore- 
knowledge that every son of Adam would resist and be lost. 
The only foreknowledge God could have, of any cases of sub- 
mission, was one founded on His own decisive purpose to make 
some submit, by invincible grace. 

The Arminian objects again, that our doctrine represents 
man as dragged reluctating into a state of 
grace, like an angry wild beast into a cage; 
whereas, freedom of will, and hearty concur- 
rence are essential elements of all service acceptable to God. 
The answer is, that the sinner’s will is the very subject of this 
invincible grace. God so renews it that it neither can resist, 
nor longer wishes to resist. But this objection virtuaily reap- 
pears in the next part of the question. 

Calvinists are accustomed also to say, in opposition to all 

_, synergistic views, that the will of man is not 

The Soul Passive in . . fe ‘ 
its Quickening. Proof, 2Ctive, but only passive in’ regeneration. In 
this proposition, it is only meant that man’s 


Mere Foreknowledge 
Inadequate. 


Grace does not De- 
stroy Free Agency. 


will is the subject, and not the agent, nor one of the agents of 


the distinctive change. In that renovating touch, which revolu- 
tionizes the active powers of the soul, it is acted on and not 
agent. Yet, activity is the inalienable atttribute of an intelligent 
being; and in the process of conversion, which begins instan- 
taneously with regeneration, the soul is active in all its exercises 
towards sin, holiness, God, its Saviour, the law, &c., &c. 
This doctrine is proved by the natural condition of the active 
powers of the soul. Man’s propensities are wholly and cer- 
tainly directed to some form of ungodliness, and to impeniten- 
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cy. How, then, can the will, prompted by these propensities, 
persuade itself to anything spiritually good and penitent? It 
is expecting a cause to operate in a direction just the opposite 
to its nature—as well expect gravity to raise masses flung into 
the air, when its nature is to bring them down. - And this is 
agreeable to the whole Bible representation. Does the fetus 
procure its own birth? the dead body its own resurrection? the 
matter of creation its own organization? See, especially, John 
i: 13. Yet this will, thus renewed, chooses God, and acts holi- 
ness, freely, just as Lazarus, when resuscitated, put forth the 
activities of a living man. 

The objections of the Arminian may all be summed up in 
this: that sinners are commanded, not only to put forth all the 
actings of the renewed nature, such as believing, turning from 
sin, loving God, &c., but are commanded to perform the very 
act of giving their hearts to God, which seems to contain the 
Vetyueeticlevofireseneratione: See Prov!) xxiii? 26; Isii:16; 
Hzeke svi st Tete xt 16. 

The answer is, Ist. That God’s precepts are no test of the 
extent of our ability of will, but only of our 
duty. When our Creator has given to us 
capacities to know and love Him, and the thing which prevents 
is our depraved wills, this is no reason why He should or ought 
to cease demanding that which is His due. If the moral oppo- 
sition of nature into which God’s creatures may sink themselves 
by their own fault, were a reason why He should cease to urge 
His natural rights on them, He would soon have no right left. 
Again: the will of man, when renovated by grace, needs a rule 
by which to put forth its renewed activity, just as the eye, re- 
lieved of its darkness by the surgeon needs light to see. Hence, 
we provide light for the renovated eye; not that light alone 
could make the blind eye see. And hence, God applies His 
precepts to the renovated will, in order that it may have a law 
by which to act out its newly bestowed, spiritual free-agency. 
But 3d, and chiefly: These objections are all removed, by mak- 
ing a sound distinction between regeneration and conversion. 
In the latter the soul is active; and the acts required by all the 
above passages, are the soul’s (now regenerate) turning to God.’ 

The salvability of any heathen without the gospel is intro- 
duced here, because the question illustrates 
these views concerning the extent of the 
grace of redemption, and the discussions be- 
tween us and the Arminians. We must hold that Revelation 
gives us no evidence that Pagans can find salvation, without 
Scriptural means. They are sinners. The means in their reach 
appear to contain no salvation. a.) One argument is this: All of 
them are self-convicted of some sin (against the light of nature). 
“Without the shedding of blood is no remission.” But the 
gospel is the only proposal of atonement toman. b.) Paganism 


Objection Answered. 


Bible Promises No 
Salvation to Heathen. 
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provides nothing to meet the other great want of human nature, 
an agency for moral renovation. Is any man more spiritually 
minded than decent children of the Church are, because he isa 
Pagan? Do they need the new birth lessthan our own beloved 
offspring? Then it must be at least as true of the heathen, 
that except they be born again, they shall not see the kingdom. 
But their religions present no agencies for regeneration. They 
do not even know the Word. So farare their theologies from 
any sanctifying influence, their morals are immoral, their deities 
criminals, and the heaven to which they aspire a pandemonium 
of sensual sin immortalized. 
Now, the Arminians reject this conclusion, thinking God 
God Uninst C#MnOt justly condemn any man, who is not 
od no more Unjust : : . 
to them'than to Non- furnished with such means of knowing and 
Elect under the Gos- loving Him, as put his destiny in every sense 
bes | within his own choice. These means the 
heathen do not fully possess, where their ignorance is invincible. 
The principle asserted is, that God cannot justly hold any man 
responsible, who is not blessed with both “natural and moral 
ability.” I answer, that our doctrine concerning the heathen 
puts them in the same condition with those unhappy men in 
Christian lands, who have the outward word, but experience no 
effectual calling of the Spirit. God requires the latter to obey 
that Law and Gospel, of which’ they enjoy the clearer lights; 
and the obstacle which ensures their failure to obey is, indeed, 
not any physical constraint, but an inability of will. Of the 
heathen, God would require no more than perfect obedience to 
the light of nature; and it is the same inability of will which 
ensures their failure to do this. Hence, as you see, the doc- 
trine of a common sufficient grace, and of the salvability of the 
heathens, are parts of the same system. So, the consistent 
Calvinist is able to justify God in the condemnation of adult 
heathens, according to the principles of Paul. Rom. ii: 12. 
On the awful question, whether all heathens, except those to 
whom the Church carries the gospel, are certainly lost, it does 
not become us to speak. One thing is certain: that “there is 
none other Name under heaven given among men, whereby we 
"must be saved.” Actsiv: 12. Guilt must be expiated; and 
depravity must be cleansed, before the Pagan (or the nominal 
Christian) can see God. Whether God makes Christ savingly 
known to some, by means unknown to the Church, we need not 
determine. We are sure that the soul which “feels after Him 
if haply he may find Him,” will not be cast off of God, because 
it happens to be outside of Christendom. But are there such? 
This question it is not ours to answer. We only know, that 
God in the Scriptures always enjoins on His Church that energy 
and effort in spreading the gospel, which would be appropriate, 
were there no other instrumentality but ours. Here is the meas- 
ure of our duty concerning foreign missions. 


LECTURE XUIX. 
ARMINIAN THEORY OF REDEMPTION.—Concluded. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. Are God’s decrees of personal election conditional or unconditional ? 

Turretin, Loc. iv, Qu. 3,3 1-7. Qu. 11. ¢ 10-24. Loc. xv, Qu. 2, 3. Hill, 
bk, iv, ch. 7, 10. Dick, Lect. 35. Knapp, Chr. Theol., 3 32. and Note. 
Watson’s Theol. Inst., ch. 26. 

2. Show the relations between the orthodox views of effectual calling and elec- 
tion, and the true theory of the will and free-agency. (a). That the natural will is 
certainly determined to carnality, and yet free-agency exists therein. (b). That the 
renewed will, after it is sovereignly renewed to godliness, and efficaciously preserved 
therein, is yet more free: And therefore, responsibility exists in both states. 

See Lect. 11, above onthe Will. Turrettin, Loc. x, Qu. 4. Southern Presbn. Rev., 
Oct. 1876, July and Oct., 1877. Articles on Theory of Volition. Alexander’s 
iwaLoral Science,’’ > chs./16to*18s° “Hill, ‘bk. *iw.r 'chvg; 43. Edwards on the 
Will, pt. i, ch. 3, and pt. iii. Watson’s Theol. Inst., ch. 28, 33. Anselm. Cur 
Deus Homo., pt. i, ch. 24. 


(THE favourite Arminian dogma, that God’s will concerning 
the salvation of individuals is conditioned on His simple 
1. Conditional De- foresight of their improvement of their com- 
crees are Implied in mon grace, in genuine faith, repentance, and 
eee: holy obedience, is necessary to the coherency 
of their system. If grace is invincible, and all true faith, 
&c., are its fruits, then God’s purpose as to working them 
must be absolute in this sense. If grace is only synergistic, 
and the sinner’s free will alone decides the question of resisting 
it, or co-operating with it, then, of course, the sovereignty of 
decision, in this matter, is in the creature, and not in God; and 
He must be guided in His purpose by what it is foreseen the 
creature will choose to do. Thus we reach, by a corollary from 
the Arminian doctrine of “Calling,” that which in time is first, 
the nature of the Divine purpose about it. . The student is here 
fered to tne lecturevon the Deécréer but.-as the sub- 
ject is so illustrative of the two theories of redemption, the 
Arminian and the orthodox, I shall not hesitate to discuss | 
the same thing again, and to reproduce some of the 
same ideas. 
And let me begin by reminding you of that plain distinc- 
The Result May be tion, by the neglect of which, Arminians get 
Conditioned, and not all the plausibility of their view. It is one 
the Decree. thing to say that, in the Divine will, the 
result purposed is conditioned on the presence of its means ; 
another thing to say that, God’s purpose about it. is also con- 
ditioned or dependent on the presence of its means. The 
former is true, the latter false. And this, because the presence 
of the means is itself efficaciously included in this same Divine 
purpose. Thus, a believer’s salvation is doubtless dependent 
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on his repentance; in the sense that, if he does not repent, he 
will not be saved. But God’s purpose to save him is not de- 
pendent on his choosing to repent;: for one of the things 
which God’s purpose efficaciously determines is, that this 
believer shall have grace to repent. Remember, also, that when 
we say God’s election is not dependent on the believer's fore- 
seen faith, &c., we do not represent the Divine purpose asa 
motiveless caprice. It is a resolve founded most rationally, 
doubtless, on the best of reasons—only, the superior faith and 


penitence of that man were not, a priori among them; because. 


had not God already determined, from some better reasons 
unknown to us, that man would never have had any faith or 
repentance to foresee. And this is a perfect demonstration, as 
well asa Scriptural one. The Arminian opinion inakes an effect 
the cause of its own cause. And that our faith, :&c., are effects 
of our calling and election, see Rom. viii: 29; Eph.i: 4,5; 
2 Thess. foe} tL Cor.av of SoINOuxve LTO. 
(b). But to this I may add the same idea in substance, 
Providence. Makes Which I used against Common Sufficient 
Sovereign Distinctions Grace: That, in fact, differences are made, 
in Men’s Outward Op- in the temperaments and characters, oppor- 
pormuaities. Especially tunities and privileges of individuals and 
nations, which practically result in the death 
of some in sin. Thus: what practical opportunity, humanly 
speaking, had the man born in Tahiti, in the 18th century, for 
redemption through Christ? Now the Arminian himself admits 
an election of races or nations to such privilege, which is sov- 
ereign. Does not this imply a similar disposal of the fate of 
individuals ? Can an infinite understanding fail to comprehend 
the individuals, in disposing of the destiny of the mass? But, 
under this head especially, I remark: the time of every man’s 
death is decided by a sovereign Providence. But by deter- 
mining this sovereignly, God very often practically decides the 
man’s eternal destiny. Much more obvious is this, in the case 
of infants. According to Arminians, all that die in infancy are 
saved. So, then, God’s purpose to end their mortal life in 
infancy is His purpose to save them. But this purpose cannot 
be formed from any foresight of their faith or repentance ; be- 
cause they have none to foresee, being saved without them. 

(c). God’s foresight of believers’ faith and repentance im- 
plies the certainty, or “moral necessity ”’ of 
these acts, just as much asa sovereign de- 
cree. For that which is certainly foreseen 
must be certain. The only evasion from this is the absurdity 
of Adam Clarke, that God chooses not to foreknow certain 
things, or the impiety of the Socinians, that He cannot fore- 
know some things. On both, we may remark, that if this faith 
and repentance are not actually foreknown, they cannot be the 
bases of any resolve on God’s part. 


If Foreseen, Faith 
Must be Certain. 
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(d) That any purposes of God should depend on the acts of a 
creature having an indeterminate, contingent 
Immutable Decree athe Bey . . 
Cannot beConditionea Will, such as the Arminian describes, is 
on a Mutable Cause’ incompatible with their immutability and 
perspire: etermity. (Butall His decrees aréisuch. ~ See 
Pa Xela rt) TO spite. 4 +; isuxlvi: 10. Ina 
word, this doctrine places the sovereignty in the creature, 
instead of God, and makes Him wait on His own servant. It is 

disparaging to God. 

Last: This very purpose of individual election to salva- 
tion is often declared to be uncaused by any foreseen good in 
Misa ee Mathexiso2G ) Rom. ix Vi=10% xigh5) 6, "etc: 

But Arminians cite many passages, in which they assert, 

Texts Seeming to God’s resolve as to what He shall doto men 
Express a Conditioned is conditioned on their good or bad conduct. 
Pe eee Lhevyraresuch assvoemixiiis 13 Ps. Ixxxi: 
a eimbiicervil: 207 zeke vii eon, etc luke xix: 42.:.QOur 
opponents here make an obvious confusion of things, which 
should be distinguished. When God preceptively reveals a 
connection between two alternative lines of conduct; and their 
respective results, as established by His law or promise, he does 
not at all reveal anything thereby, as to what He purposes with 
reference to permitting or procuring the exercise of that conduct 
by man. Ofcourse, it does not imply that His purpose on 
this point is contingent to Him, or that the consequent results 
were uncertain to Him. We have seen that many of the 
results decreed by God were dependent on means which man 
employed ; but that God’s resolve was not dependent, because 
it secretly embraced their performance of those instrumental 
acts also. But the proof that the Arminians misconstrue those 
‘Scripture instances, is this: That the Bible itself contains many 
instances of these conditional threats and promises, and 
expressions of compassion, where yet the result of them is 
expressly foretold. Ifexpressly predicted, they must have been 
predetermined. . See, then, Is.i: 19, 20, compared with vii: 
17-20. And, more striking yet, Acts xxvil: 23-25, with 31. 

Rom. ix: 11-18, is absolutely conclusive against condi- 
tional election. The only evasion by which 
the Arminian can escape its force, is, that this 
passage teaches only a national election of 
Israel and Edom, represented in their patriarchs, Jacob and 
Esau, to the outward privileges of the Gospel. We reply, as 
before, that Jacob and Esau certainly represented themselves 
also, so that here are two cases of unconditional predestination. 
But Paul’s scope shows that the idea is false: for that scope is 
to explain, how, on his doctrine of justification by grace, many 
members of Israel were lost, notwithstanding equal outward 
privileges. And in answering this question, the Apostle evi- 
- dently dismisses the corporate or collective, in order to consider 


Evasion Attempted 
from Rom. ch.ix: II. 
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the individual relation to God’s plan and purpose. See the 
verses 8, 15, 24.. That the election was not merely to privilege, 
is clearly proved by the allusion of verse 8, compared with 
verses 4, 21, 24. . 
2. J am now to show that the Calvinistic scheme is con- 
sistent, and the Arminian inconsistent, with 
Calvinistic View the philosophical theory of the will and free- 
Agreeable to the True 
Nature ofthe wry agency. 7) Letymethercurefer cyoul toc vecture 
xi, where the true doctrine of the will is 
stated and defended, and request you, if your mastery of the 
views there given is not perfect, to return and make it so, 
before proceeding. While I shall not repeat the arguments, 
the definition of the true doctrine is so important (and has so 
often been imperfectly made by Calvinists), that I shall take the 
liberty to restate it. 
The Arminian says that free-agency consists in the self- 
Nee Se bet determining power of the will, as a distinct 
Will Stated, faculty inthe soul. The Calvinist says, it 
consists in the self-determining power of the 
soul. An Arminian says an agent is only free, when he has 
power to choose as the will may determine itself either way, 
irrespective of the stronger motive. The Calvinist says that an 
agent is free, when he has power to act as his own will chooses. 
The Arminian says that in order to be free, the agent must be 
exempt from the efficient influence of his own motives; the 
Calvinist, that he must be exempt from co-action, or external 
constraint; The Arminian says, that in order to be free, the 
agent must always be capable of having a volition uncaused. 
The Calvinist says that ifan agent has a volition uncaused, he 
cannot possibly be free therein, because that volition would be 
wholly irrational ; the agent would therein be simply a brute. 
Every free, rational, responsible volition is such, precisely 
because it is caused i.e. by the agent’s own motives; the 
rational agent is morally judged for his volitions according to 
their motives, or causes. 
~ But when we ask: What is the motive of a rational voli- 
tion, we must make that distinction which all 
Arminians, and many Calvinists heedlessly 
overlook between motive and inducement. The object offered 
_tothe soul as an inducement to choose is not the cause, the 
thotive of the choice; but only the occasion. The -true effi- 
cient cause is something of the soul’s own, something subjective ; 
namely, the soul’s own appetency according to his prevalent, 
subjective disposition. The volition is not efficaciously caused 
. by the inducement or object which appeals, but by the dispo- 
sition which is appealed to. Thus, the causative spring of a 
free agent’s action is within, not without him; according to the 
testimony of our consciousness. (The theory which makes the 
objective inducement the true cause of volition, is from that old, 


Motive What? 
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mischievous, sensualistic psychology, which has always been 
such a curse to theology). But then, this inward or subjective 
spring of action is not lawless ; it isnot indeterminate ; if it were, 
the agent would have neither rationality nor character; and 
its action would be absolutely blind and brutish.. This sub- 
jective spring has a law of its own activity—that is to say, its 
self-action is of a determinate character (of one sort or another). 
And that character is what is meant by the radical kadctus, or 
natural disposition of the agent. And this subjective disposi- 
tion is what gives uniform quality to that series of acts, by 
which common sense estimates the characterofanagent. (And 
this, as we saw, was a sufficient proof of our doctrine; that 
otherwise, the exhibition of determinate character by a free 
agent, would be impossible). God is an excellent Agent, 
because He has holy original disposition. Satan is a wicked 
agent, because he has an unholy disposition, etc. 

Now, this Aabitus or disposition of soul is not by any 
means always absolutely simple; it is a com- 
plex of certain active principles, with mental 
habitudes proceeding therefrom, and modified by outward cir- 
cumstances. With reference to some sorts of outward induce- 
ments, these active principles may act with less uniformity and 
determinateness; with reference to others, With more. Here, 
modifying outward influences may change the direction of the 
principles. The avaricious man is sometimes prompted to gen- 
erous volitions, forinstance. But our common sense recog- 
nizes this truth: that the more, original and primary of those 
active principles constituting a being’s disposition or hadztus, 
are perfectly determinate and uniform in their action. For 
instance : no being, when happiness and suffering are the alter- 
natives, is ever prompted by his own disposition, to choose the 
suffering for its ownsake; no being is ever prompted, applause 
or reproach being equally in its reach, to prefer the reproach to 
the applause for its own sake. And last: this disposition, while 
never the effect of specific acts of volition (being always @ priorz 
thereto, and cause of them) is spontaneous; that is, in exercis- 
ing the disposition, both in consideration and choice, the being 
is self-prompted. When arguing against the Pelagian sophism, 
that man could not be responsible for his disposition, because 
it is“involuntary,’ I showed youthe ambiguity wrapped up in 
that word. Of course, anything which, like disposition, pre- 
cedes volition, cannot be voluntary in the sense of proceeding 
out of a volition; what goes before of course does not follow 
after the samething. But the question is, “ whether disposition 
is self-prompted.” There is a true sense in which we intui- 
tively know that aman ought not to be made responsible for 
what is “involuntary,” viz.: for what happens against his will. 
But does any man’s own disposition subsist against his will? If 
it did it would not be his own. There is here a fact of com- 

38* 
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mon sense, which is very strangely overlooked ; that a man may 
most freely prefer what is natural to him, and in that sense his 
prior to his volition choosing it. -Let a simple instance serve. 
Here is a young gentleman to whom nature has given beautiful 
and silky black hair. He, himself, thinks it very pretty, and 
altogether prefers it. Does he not thereby give us as clear, and 
as free an expression of his taste in hair, as though he had 
selected a black wig? So, were he to purchase hair dye to 
change his comely locks to a “carroty red,’ we should regard 
him as evincing very bad taste. But I ask, if we saw another 
whom nature had endowed with “carroty red hair,’ glorying in 
itwith pride and preference, we should doubtless esteem him 
guilty of precisely the same bad taste, and precisely as free 
therein as the other. But the colour of his hair was determined 
by nature, not by his original selection. Now, my question is: 
must we not judge the moral preference just as free in the paral- 
lel case, as the aesthetic? I presume that every reflecting 
mind will give an affirmative answer. If, for instance, a wicked 
man made you the victim of his extortion, or his malice, you 
would not think it any palliation to be told by him that he was 
naturally covetous or malignant, nor would you be satisfied by 
the plea, that this evil disposition was not at first introduced 
into his soul by-his personal act of soul; while yet he confessed 
that he was entirely content with it and cherished it with a 
thorough preference. In fine: whether the moral agent is free 
in entertaining his connate disposition, may be determined by 
a very plain test. Does any other agent compel him to feel it, 
or does he feel it of himself? The obvious answer discloses 
this fact; that disposition is the most intimate function of our 
self-hood, and this, whether connate or self-induced. 
Is not this now the psychology of common sense and 
This Theory Obvi- CONSciousness? Its mere statement is suffi- 
ous. Calvinism in ciently evincive of its truth. But you have 
Praepicayc whit seen a number of arguments by which it is 
demonstrated, and the rival theory reduced to absurdity. Now, 
our assertion is, that the Calvinistic doctrine of effectual calling 
is agreeable to these facts of our free-agency, and the Arminian 
inconsistent with them. 
(a.) First, the equilibrium of will, to which Arminians sup- 
Grace Cannot Pro. Pose the gospel restores all sinners, through 
duce an Equilibrium COmmon sufficient grace, would be an unnat- 
between Holiness and ural and absurd state of soul, if it existed. 
Sars You will remember that the Wesleyans (the 
Arminian school which we meet) admit that man lost equilib- 
rium of will in the fall; but say that it is restored through 
Christ; and that this state is necessary to make man truly free 
and responsible in choosing the Saviour. But we have shown 
that such a state is impossible for an active agent, and irra- 
tional. So far as it existed, it would only show the creature’s 
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action irrational, like that of the beasts. Hence, the evangel- 
ical choice arising in such a state would be as motiveless, as 
reasonless, and therefore, as devoid of right moral character, as 
the act of a man walking in hissleep. And, to retort the Armin- 
ian’s favourite conclusion, all the so-called gracious states of 
penitence, &c., growing out of that choice, must be devoid of 
right moral quality, how can those exercises of soul have that 
quality? Only as they are voluntary, and prompted by right 
moral motives. But as we have seen, motive is subjective; so 
that the action of soul cannot acquire right moral quality 
until it is prompted by right moral disposition. Hence, if 
that common sufficient grace were anything at all, it would 
be the grace of moral renovation; all who had it would be 
regenerate. 
(b.) Second: We have seen that the notionofa moralagent 
The Natural Wil] Without determinate, subjective moral char- 
Decisively Bent to acter, of some sort, is absurd. The radical, 
Camale ruling kaditus has some decisive bent of its 
own, some way or other. Is not this simply to say that dispo- 
sition is disposed? The question of fact then arises, which is 
the bent or determinate direction, which man’s natural disposi- 
tion has, touching spiritual things? Is it for, or against? Or, 
as a question of fact, is the disposition of mankind naturally, 
and uniformly either way? Or, are some men one way dis- 
posed by nature, and some the other, as to this object? The 
answer is, that they are all naturally disposed, in the main, the 
same way, and that, against the spiritual claims of Christ and 
God. What are these claims? That the sinner shall choose 
the holy will of God over his own, and His favour over sensual, 
earthly, and sinful joys in all their forms. Nothing less than 
this is evangelical repentance and obedience. Now note, we 
do not say that no men ever choose any formal act of obedi- 
ence by nature. Nor, that no man ever desires (what he con- 
ceives to be) future blessedness by nature. Nor, that every 
natural man is as much bent on all forms of rebellion, as every 
other. But we assert, as a matter of fact, that all naturally pre- 
fer self-will to God’s holy will, and earthly, sensual, and sinful 
joys (in some forms) to God’s favour and communion; that this 
is the original, fundamental, spontaneous disposition of all; and 
that in all essential alternatives between self and God, the dis- 
position is, in the natural man, absolutely determinate and cer- 
tain. Ifthis is true, then the unconverted man without sov- 
ereign grace is equally certain to choose carnally, and equally 
a free agent in choosing so. . 
But that such is the determinate disposition of every nat- 
Proved by Con Ural man, is obvious both from experience 
sciousness and Exper- and from Scripture. Every renewed man, 
lence. in reviewing his own purposes, is conscious 
that, before regeneration, self-will was, as against God, abso- 
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lutely dominant in all his feelings and purposes; of which no 
- stronger test can be imagined than this conscious fact; that the 
very best religious impulses to which his soul could be spurred 
by remorse or alarm, were but modifications of self-will, (self- 
righteousness.) Every true Christian looks back to the time 
when he was absolutely incompetent to find, or even to imag- 
ine, any spontaneous good or joy in anything except carnality ; 
and the only apprehension it was possible for him to have of 
God’s service, in looking forward to the time when, he sup- 
posed, the fear of hell would compel him to undertake it, was of 
a constraint and a sacrifice. So, when we look without, while 
we see a good many in the state of nature, partially practising 
many secular virtues, and even rendering to God some self- 
righteous regards, we see none preferring God’s will and favour 
to self-will and earth. All regard such a choice as an evi 
per se; all shrink from it obstinately ; all do so under induce- 
ments to embrace it which reasonably ought to be immense and 
overwhelming. The experimental evidence, that this carnality 
is the original and determinate law of their disposition, is as 
complete as that which shows the desire of happiness is a law of 
their disposition. And all this remains true of sinners undet 
the gospel, of sinners enlightened, of sinners convicted and 
awakened by the Holy Ghost in His common operations; 

which is a complete, practical proof that there is not any such 
sufficient grace, common to all, as brings their wills into equi- 
librium about evangelical good. For those are just the ele- 
ments which the Arminians name, as making up that grace: 
and we see that where they are, still there is no equilib- 
riam, but the old, spontaneous, native bent, obstinately dom- 
inant still. 

The decisiveness of that disposition is also asserted in 
Scripture in the strongest possible terms. 
All men are the “servants of sin,” Jno. vil : 
34 ; Rom. ivr: 20 3 24Pétiniistons They are @ sold-underisiny 
Rom. vii: 14. They are “inthe bond of iniquity.” Acts viii: 
23. “They are ‘dead insins? ?Eph. ii 21.2 Theyare*blmdge 
yea, “blindness” » itself. .eEipht iv? a8ic » Rhemet hearts cage 
stony.” Ezek. xxxvi: 26.:-They are “impotent” for evan 
gelical good... 20Cor.. tiie: 5); Jno) xv cog Roni. -v 0%) aoe 
“vil: 185 xi: 345; Jno. vi: 44. “The carnal mind is enmity, 
and cannot be subject to the law of God.” Rom. viii: 7. 
Surely these, with the multitude of similar testimonies, are 
enough to prove against all ingenious glosses, that our view of 
man’s disposition is true. But if.man’s free-agency is misdi- 
rected by such active principles as these, original, uniform, 
absolutely decisive, it is folly to suppose that the mighty revo- 
lution to holiness can originate in that free-agency; it must 
originate without, in almighty grace. 


Proved by Scripture. 


Nor is it hard for the mind which has comprehended this 
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philosophy of common sense and experience, 
to solve the current Arminian objection; that 
the man in such a state of will cannot be re- 
sponsible or blameworthy for his continued impenitency. This 
“inability of will” does not supersede either free-agency or 
responsibility. 

There is here an obvious. distinction from that external 
coaction, which the reason and conscience of 
every man recognizes as a different state, 
which: would supersede responsibility. The Calvinists of the 
school of Jonathan Edwards make frequent use of the terms, 
“moral inability,’ “ natural inability,’ to express that plain, 
old distinction. Turrettin teaches us that they are not new. In 
his Locus, x, que. 4, § 39, 40, you will find some very sensible 
‘ remarks, which show that this pair of terms is utterly ambigu- 
ous and inappropriate, however good the meaning of the Calvin- 
ists who used them. I never employ them. That state which 
they attempt to describe as “ moral inability,” our Confession 
more accurately calls, loss of all “ability of will.” (Ch. ix: 
§ 3). It should be remarked here, that in this phrase, and in 
many similar ones of our Confession,the word ‘ will” is used 
in a sense more comprehensive than the specific faculty of 
choosing. It means the “conative powers,” (so called by 
Hamilton,) including with that specific function, the whole 
active power of soul. The “inability,” then, which we impute 
to the natural man, and which does not supersede responsibility, 
while it dues make his voluntary continuance in impenitence 
_absolutely certain, and his turning of himself to true holiness 
impossible, is a very distinct thing from that physical coaction, 
and that, natural lack of essential faculties, either of. which 
would be inconsistent with moral obligation. It is thus defined 
in Hodge’s outlines: ‘Ability consists in the power of the 
agent to change his own subjective state, to make himself pre- 
fer what he does not prefer, and to act in a given case in oppo- 
sition to the co-existent desires and preferences of the agent’s 
own heart.’ I will close with a statement of the distinction, 
which I uttered under very responsible circumstances. “All 
intelligent Calvinists understand very well, that “inability” con- 
sists not in the extinction of any of the powers which consti- 
tuted man the creature he was before. Adam’s fall, and which 
made his essence as a religious being; but in the thorough 
_moral perversion of them all. The soul’s essence is not de- 
stroyed by the fall; if it were, in any part, man’s responsibility 
would be to that extent modified. But all his faculties and sus- 
ceptibilities now have a decisive and uniform, a native and uni- 
versal, a perpetual and total moral perversion, by reason of the 
utter revolt of his will from God and holiness, to self-will and 
sin; such that it is impossible for him, in his own free will, to 
choose spiritual good for its own sake.” 


Inability does not 
Supersede Responsility. 


Inability Defined. 
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(c) Regeneration, correspondingly, does not constrain a 
Regeneration does @ man to will against his dispositions; but it 
not Violate, but Per- renews the dispositions themselves. It re- 
ince ireb agen Gy: verses the morbid and perverse bias of the 
will. It rectifies the action of all faculties and affections, 
previously perverted by that bias. God’s people are “ willing in 
the day’ .of ‘His’ power!” Ps. existe” workethem crema 
both to will and to do of His good pleasure.” Phil.ii: 13. In 
that believers now form holy volitions at the prompting of their 
own subjective principles, unconstrained by force, they are pre- 
cisely as free as when, before, they spontaneously formed sinful 
volitions at the prompting of their opposite evil principles. But 
in that the action of intellect and desire and conscience is now 
rectified, purified, ennobled, by the divine renovation, the be- 
liever is more free than he was before. ‘ He cannot sin, because _ 
the living and incorruptible seed” of which he is born again 
“liveth and abideth in him.” Thus, regeneration, though 
almighty, does not infringe free-agency, but perfects it. 

The standing Arminian objection is, that man cannot be 
praise- or blame-worthy, for what does not 
proceetl from his own free-will. Hence, if he 
does not primarily choose a new heart, but it is wrought in him 
by another, he has no more moral credit, either for the change 
or its consequences, than for the native colour of his hair. This 
objection is, as you have seen, of a Pelagian source. By the 
same argument Adam could have had no concreated righteous- 
ness; but we saw that the denial of it to him was absurd. By 
the same reasoning God Himself could have no moral credit - 
for His holy volitions; for He never chose a righteousness, 
having been eternally and necessarily righteous. We might 
reply, also, that the new and holy state is chosen by the regene- 
rate man, for his will is as free and self-moved, when renovated, 
in preferring his own renovation, as it ever was in sinners. 

To sum up, then: The quickening touch of the Holy 

This Because the most operates, not to contravene any of the 
Spirit Moulds Disposi- free actings of the will; but to mould dispo- 
oa a priori to the sitions which lie back of it. Second: all the 

subsequent right volitions of the regenerate 
soul are in view of inducements rationally presented to it. The 
Spirit acts, not across man’s nature, but according to its better 
law. Third: the propensities by which the renewed volitions 
are determined are now roble, not ignoble, harmoniozs, not - 
confused and hostile; and rational, not unreasonable. Man is 
most truly free when he has his soul most freely subjected to 
God’s holy will. See those illustrious passages in John viii: 
36; 2 Cor. ili: 17; Rom. viii: 21. Since this blessed work is 
like the free- -agency which it reinstates, one wholly unique 
among the actions of God, and essentially different from all 
physical effects, it cannot receive any adequate illustration. 


Objection Solved. 
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Any parallel attempted, from either material or animal causes, 
would be incomplete. If, for instance, I were to say that the 
‘carnal man ‘in the bonds of iniquity,” is like a wretch, who is 
hindered from walking in the paths of his duty and safety by 
some ¢ucubus that crushes his strength, I should use a false 
analogy: for the zzcubus is external: carnality is internal: an 
evil state qualifying the will itself. But this erroneous parallel 
-may serve us so far; the fortunate subject of effectual calling 
has no more occasion to complain of violence done to his free- 
agency, than that wretch would, when a deliverer came and rolled 
the abhorred load off his body, restoring his limbs to the blessed 
freedom of motion, which might carry him away from the death 
that threatened him. You must learn to think of the almighty 
grace put forth in effectual calling, as reparative only ;. not vio- 
lative. Augustine calls it a Delectatio victrizx. It is a secret, 
omnipotent, silent, beneficent work of God, as gentle, yet 
powerful, as that which restored the vital spark to the corpse 
of Lazarus. Such are all God’s beneficent actions, from the 
launching of the worlds in their orbits, to the germination of 
the seed in the soil. 


LECTURE L. 
FAITH. 


P Se ay 


SYLLABUS. 


1. How many kinds of faith are mentioned in the Bible? Show that temporary 
and saving faith differ in nature. 
See, on whole, Conf. of Faith, ch. 14. Shorter Cat., Qu. 86. Larger Cat. Qu. 
72. Turrettin. Loc. xv, Qu..7, Qu. 15, @ I-10. Ridgley, Qu. 72. Dick, 
Lect. 68. Knapp, ¢ 122. 

2 What is the immediate object of saving faith? Tey 
Turrettin, Loc. xv. Qu. 12, 37-11. Dick, asabove. Hill, bk. v, ch. 1, near 
the end. Knapp, 3 123. 

3. Is faith implicit, or intelligent ? 

Turrettin, Qu. 9, 10. Knapp, 3122. Hill, bk. v, ch. 1. 
4. What are the elements which make up saving Faith? Is ita duty and un- 
belief a sin? Does faith precede regeneration ? , 
Turrettin, Loc. xv, Qu 8. Hill as above, A. Fuller, ‘‘ Strictures on San- 
deman,”’ Letters 2, 3, 7. Alexander’s Relig. Experience, th. 6. Chalmer’s Inst. 
of Theol. Vol. li,ch.6. Ridgley, Qu. 72, 73. Watson’s Theol. Inst., ch. 
23, ¢ 3. Knapp, 2 122, 124. 

5. Is Christian love the formal principle of faith ? 
Council of Trent, Session vi, ch. 7. Calvin, Inst., bk. iii, ch. 2, @ 8 to Io. 
Turrettin, Qu. 13. 

Is assurance of belief, or assurance of hope, either, or both, of the essence 
of saving faith ? 
Council of Trent ; Can. de oeet: 12 to 16. Calvin, as above, 37 to 14. 
oe as. above. Turrettin, Qu. Conf. of Faith, ch. 18. Ridgley, Qu. 
2, 73 Watson’s Theol. Inst., ae ue 311. Dorner’s Hist. Prot. Theol. Vol. 
; 3 ¥ Che-4 pa. - “deouts, Le Blanc, Sieur de Beaulieu, Treatise on Faith, in 
reply to Bossuet’s Variations of Popery. 
7. Why is this faith suitable tu be the instrument of justification ? 
Ridgley, Qu. 73. Turrettin, Loc. xvi, Qu. 7, ¢ 10. : 


A FTER noting those cases, as 1 Tim.i: 19, where Faith is 
evidently used for its object, we may say that the Scrip- 
1. Faith of Four tures mention four kinds—historical, tempo- 
Kinds. Temporary: rary, saving and miraculous. As the only 
ae coe the Kind’ difference among theologians in this list 
i ake is respects the question, whether temporary and 
saving faith are generically different, we shall only enlarge on 
this. Arminians regard them as the same, in all except their 
issue. This we deny. Becausey (a) The efficient cause of 
saving faith is effectual calling, proceeding from God’s immuta-. 
bié election. Titus i: 1; Acts’xmit wey that of temporary 
faith is the common call. (b) The subject of saving faith is a 
“good heart;’’ a regenerate soul: that of temporary faith is a 
stony soul. See Matt. xiii: 5,6, with 8; John iii: 36, or 1 John 
v:1, with Acts viii: 13 and 23. (c) The firmness and sub- 
stance of the two differ essentially. (Matt. xiii: 21; 1 Pet.i: 23. 
(d) Their objects are different: saving faith embracing Christ 
as He is offered in the gospel, a Saviour from sin to holiness: 
and temporary faith embracing only the impunity and enjoy- 
ments of the Christian. (e) Their results are different: the one 
600 
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bearing all the fruits of sanctification, comfort and persever 
ance; the other bearing no fruit unto perfection. See the par 
able of the sower again. 
The special object of saving faith is Christ the Redeemer, 
5 pict te re and the promises of grace in Him. By this, 
Object of Faith, ~ we do not mean that any true believer will 
willfully and knowingly reject any of the 
other propositions of God’s word. For the same habit of faith, 
or disposition of holy assent and obedience to God’s authority, 
which causes the embracing of gospel propositions, will cause 
the embracing of all others; as fast as their evidence becomes 
known. But we mean that, in justifying faith, Christ and His 
grace is the object immediately before the believer's mind; and 
that if he have a saving knowledge of this, but be ignorant of 
all the rest of the gospel, he. may still be saved by believing 
this. The evidences are, that the gospel is so often Lay: of 
as the object of faith; [but this is about Christ] ; . Mark 
XVi Some tO sph. ‘L : 13; Mark ie: 350) Rom, £5.16, ai ee pas- 
stm. That believing on Christ is so often mentioned as the 
sole condition, and that, to men who must probably have been 
ignorant of many heads of divinity; e. g., Acts xvi: 31; Jno. 
Hic. ia-7 Vir AO. om, x YOu ec, he; same thing may, be 
argued from the experiences of Bible saints, who represent 
themselves as fixing their eyes specially on Christ. 1 Tim.i: 
15, &c., and. from the two sacraments of faith, which point 
immediately to Jesus Christ. Still, this special faith is, in its 
habitus, a principle of hearty consent to all God’s holy truth, as 
fast as it is apprehened:as His. Faith embraces Christ substan- 
tially in all His offices. This must be urged, as of prime prac- 
tical importance. Dr. Owen has in one place very incautiously 
said, that saving faith in its first movement embraces Christ 
only i in His priestly, or propitiatory work. This teaching is far 
Hee common, at least by implication, in our pulpits. Its result 


= temporary” faith, which embraces Christ for impunity only, 
aed of Pole teoe from sin. Our Catechism defines faith, | 
as embracing Christ “as He is offered to us in the gospel.” | 


Our Confession (chap. xiv, § 2), says: “the principle acts of 
saving faith are accepting, receiving, and resting upon Christ 
alone for justification, sanctification and eternal life.’ How 
Christ is offered to us in the gospel, Pay be seen in Matt.i: 21; 
PCG, tee. depbuw 2: 25--27 JT itus.drsat4d iol he-tendency of 
human ely, ne is ever to degrade Christ’s sacrifice into a 
mere expedient for bestowing impunity. The pastor can never 
be too explicit in teaching that this is a travesty of the gospel ; 
and that no one rises above the faith of the stony-ground- 
hearer, until he desires and embraces Christ as a deliverer from 
depravity and sin, as well as hell. 

The papists represent faith as an implicit exercise of the 
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mind, in which the believer accepts the doc- 
eiiae Must Pe trines, not because of his own clear under- 
standing of their evidence, but because of 
the pious and submissive temper of mind towards the Church ; 
her authority being, to Romanists, the ground of faith. Faith 
accordingly may be compatible with ignorance, both of the 
other evidence, (besides the Church’s assertion), and of the 
very propositions themselves; so that a man may embrace with 
his faith, doctrines, when he not only does not see evidence. 
for them, but does not know what they are! Indeed, says 
Aquinas: Since dydzy is the formative principle of faith, the 
less a man’s acceptance of the Catholic doctrine proceeds 
from intelligence, and the more from the impulse of right dis- 
positions, the more praiseworthy it is. This description of 
faith is evidently the only one consistent with a denial of pri- 
vate judgment. 
Protestants, on the other hand, hold that faith must be 
OG AE Eo explicit and intelligent; or it cannot be 
heer proper faith—that the propositions embraced 
must be known; and the evidence therefor 
comprehended intelligently. They grant to Aquinas, that faith 
derives its moral quality from the holiness of principles and vol- 
untary moral dispositions actuating the exercise; but his con- 
clusion in favour of an unintelligent faith is absurd, because vol- 
untary moral dispositions can only act legitimately, through an 
intelligent knowledge of their objects. The right intelligence 
is in order to the right feeling. Protestants, again distinguish 
between a comprehension of the evidence, and a full compre- 
hension of the proposition. The former is the rational ground 
of belief, not the latter. The affirmations of many propo- 
sitions, not only in theology, but in other sciences, are ration- 
ally believed, because their evidences are intelligently seen, 
when the predications themselves are not fully or even at all 
comprehended. ‘This distinction answers at once all the objec- 
tions made by Papists to an explicit faith, from the case of th 
Patriarch, who believed a gospel promise only vaguely stated 
and of us, who believe mysteries we cannot explain. Nor is i 
of any force to say, many Protestants could not give an intelli- 
gent view of any one sufficient argument for a given point it. 
_ their creed. We grant that many professed Protestants have. 
only a spurious faith. Again: an humble mind cannot always. 
state in language intelligently, what he understands _intelli- 
gently. 
For an explicit faith, thus defined, we argue: 1. That ?¢ is 
pe tae the only sort possible, according to thc Jaws 
rmative Argu- . . 
Chen of the mind. A man cannot believe, except 
by seeing evidence. As well talk of percep- 
tion of objects of sight occurring in one, without using one’s own 
eyes, But, say Papists: the Catholic’s implicit faith is not thus 
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totally blind, but rests on the testimony of the Church. His 
mind, influenced by aydzy, has intelligently embraced this as 
plenary and infallible. Now, may not a man have a conviction 
in such case, implicit even of unknown propositions? e. g., you 
Protestants have your authoritative rule of faith, your Scrip- 
ture. Once adopt this, and you accept its unknown contents 
as true; of which there are to you some, until your study of 
Scripture-exegesis is exhaustive. Ans. Very true. But the 
Romanist has no right to resort to this case as a parallel; 
because he does not permit private judgment to exercise itself 
in rationally weighing the proofs of the Church’s authority, any 
more than of the Bible’s authority. He cannot; because then, 
the individual must exercise his private judgment upon the 
Scripture; the argument for the Church’s authority being , 
dependent thereon, in essential branches. 2. The Bible agrees | 
to this, by directing us to read and understand in order to 
believe ;°t6 search the Scriptures.. See Jno. v': 39; Rom..x: 
T7 Eerie cA ErOVe avi 22°; ots seein tk) 27 + no, XVil > 3) 
Pore xt 220) -|nowaien ss. 3> We are:commanded to’ be “able. ~ 
to give to every man that asketh of us, a reason of the hope 
that is in us.” 1 Pet. iii: 15. And faith is everywhere spoken. 
of as an intelligent exercise; while religious ignorance is 
rebuked as sin. 

But we now approach an inquiry concerning faith, on which 
} our own divines are more divided. Is faith 
a perfectly simple exercise of the soul, by its 
single faculty of intellect; or is it a complex 
act of both intellect and active moral powers, when stripped of 
all antecedent or consequent elements, which do not properly 
belong to it? The older divines, with the confession, evidently 
make it a complex act of soul, consisting of an intellectual, 
and a voluntary element. Turrettin, indeed, discriminates 
seven elements in the direct and reflex actings of faith: 1. 
Cognition; 2. Intellectual assent; 3. Trust; 4. Fleeing for ref- 
uge; 5. Embracing; and (reflex) 6. Self-consciousness of true 
actings of faith, with 7.:Consolation and assurance of hope. 
The two latter should rather be named the ulterior conse- 
quences of saving faith, than a substantive part thereof. The 
first is rather a previous condition of faith, and the third, fourth 
and fifth seem to me either identical, or, at most, phases of the 
different actings of the will toward gospel truth. Of the old, 
established definition, I have seen no sounder exponent than A. 
Fuller. Now, Drs. A. Alexander and Chalmers, among others, 
teach that saving faith is nothing but a simple belief of propo- 
sitions ; and they seem to regard it as necessary to suppose the 
act as capable of being analysed into a perfectly simple one, 
because it is everywhere spoken of in Scripture as a single 
one. Dr. Alexander also argues, with great acuteness and 
beauty of analysis, that since the soul is an absolute unit 


4. Is Faith Simple 
or Complex? 
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always, and its faculties are not departments of it, but only dif-. 
ferent modes it has of acting, the enlightening of the mind in 
regeneration and the moral renovation of will, must be one sim- 
ple act of the Holy Ghost and one effect, not two. And 
hence, there is no ground to suppose that faith, which is the 
first characteristic acting of the new born, and r-sult of new 
birth, is complex. Moreover, he argues, since the will always 
follows the latest dictate of the understanding, it is unneces- 
sary to attribute to faith any other character than a conviction 
of truth in the intellect, to explain its practical effects in turn- 
ing the soul from sin to Christ. 

Now, in examining this subject, let us remember that the re- 
sort must be to the Bible alone, to learn what 
it means by ztores. And this Bible was not 
written for metaphysicians, but for the popu- 
lar mind; and its statements about exercises of the soul are not 
intended to be analytical, but practical. This being admitted, 
and Dr. Alexander’s definition of the soul and its faculties be- 
ing adopted as evidently the true one, it appears to me that, the 
fact the Scriptures every where enjoin faith as a single act of 
the soul (by the doing of which one exercise, without any other, 
the soul is brought into Christ), does not at all prove it may not 
be a complex act, performed by the soul through two of its 
modes of action. Dr. Chalmers, Dr. Alexander, and every 
other divine often speak of acts as single, which they would 
yet analyse into two elements, and those not of the same fac- 
ulties; e. g., the exercise of repentance or moral approval 
by the soul, consisting (in some order) of a judgment and an 
emotion. 

In explaining the defect of the other argument of Dr. Alex- 

The Heart Guides ander, I would remind the student of the dis- 
the Head in Moral tinctions made in defending the doctrine of 
Moree: the immediate agency of the Spirit of regen- 
eration. True, the regenerating touch which enlightens the un- 
derstanding and renews the will, is one, and not two, separate, 
or successive exertions of power. True, the will does follow 
the last dictate of the understanding, on all subjects. But let 
us go one step farther back: How comes the understanding by 
its notions, in those cases where the subjects thereof are the ob- 
jects of its natural active propensities? As we showed, in all 
these cases, the notion or opinion of the understanding is but 
the echo and the result of the taste or preference of the propen- 
sity. Therefore, the change of opinion can only be brought 
about by changing the taste or preference. Now, inasmuch as 
all the leading gospel truths are objects of native and immedi- 
ate moral propensity, the renovation of those propensities 
procures the enlightening of the understanding, rather than 
the contrary. So in faith, the distinctive exercise of the 
renewed soul (renewed as a soul, and not only as one faculty 


The Question to be 
settled by Scripture. 
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thereof,) it is more correct to regard the element of active moral 
propensity (now towards Christ and away from sin) as source, 
and the new state of opinion concerning gospel truth, as result. 
But now, the understanding apprehends these objects of natural 
moral propensity, according to truth, because of the correct 
actings of the propensity towards them; and according to 
the soul’s customary law, this apprehension according to 
truth, is followed by right volitions: the first of which, 
the embracing of Christ for salvation, is in the Scriptural, 
practical account of faith, included as a part of the com- 
plete act. If that which the Bible represents as a sin- 
gle, may yet be a complex act of the soul, exerting itself in two 
capacities (which I have proved), then it is no argument to say 
the embracing of Christ by the will is no part of saving faith 
proper, but only a consequence ; because it is a natural. conse- 
quence of the law that the will follows the last dictate of the 
mind. Grant it. Yet why may not that very act of will, thus 
produced, be the very thing the Bible means by saving faith ? 
(According to the Confession.) Then, to settle this, let us resort 
to the Bible itself. Be it remembered that, having distinguished 
the two elements of belief and embracing, it is simply a ques- 
tion of fact, whether the Scriptures mean to include the latter as 
a part of that exercise, by which the sinner is justified; or a re- 
sult of it. Then, 
1. The very object proposed to faith implies that it must be 
The Object of Faith 4m act as well as a notion: for that object is 
not an Opinion, but‘a not merely truth but good, both natural and 
ee moral good. We often determine the char- 
acter of the soul’s actings by that of their object. Now, the 
exercise provoked or occasioned by an object of appetency, 
must be active. Here, we may remark, there is strong evidence 
for our view in this, that the Scriptures often speak of faith as 
thee Gee b se he pair 7 er passim Matt. xii: 21> Eph: 
i: 12, &c. Chalmers most strangely remarks, that still faith 
does not seem to be anything more than simple belief; because 
when we analyse trust in a promise, we find it to consist of a 
belief in a proposition accompanied by appetency for the good 
propounded; and the belief is but belief. I reply yes; butthe 
trust is not mere belief only. Our argument is in the fact that 
the Scriptures say faith is trust, and trust is faith. Chalmers’ is 


-a strangely bald sophism. 


2. The Scriptures describe faith by almost every imagina- 
able active figure. It isa “looking,” (Is. xlv: 
22,) a. “receiving,” (Jno; #; '12,/13,) an “ eat- 
ing” of Him, (Jno. vi: 54,) a “coming,” 
(Jno. v: 40,) an “embracing,” (Heb. xi: 13,) a “fleeing unto, 
and laying hold of,” (Heb. vi: 18,) &c. Here it may be added, 
that every one of the illustrations of faith in Heb. xi (whose 
first verse some quote as against me) come up to the Apostle’s 


Faith always Active 
in Scripture. 
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description in the 13th verse, containing an active element of 
trust and choice, as well as the mental one of belief. 

3. The manner in which faith and repentance are coupled 
together in Scripture plainly shows that, as faith is implicitly 
present in repentance, so repentance is implicitly in faith. But 
vat so, this gives to faith an active character. -Mark i: 15; Matt. 

1 9a ora aaat 

a The Scriptures represent faith, not only as a privilege, 
but a duty, and unbelief as a sin. I Jno. iii: 

23; Jno. xvi: 9.. Now, it-seems-clear that 
nothing is asin, in which there is no voluntary element. The 
mere notion of the understanding arises upon the sight of evi- 
dence involuntary; and there is no moral desert or ill-desert 
about it, any more than in being hurt when hit. And the reason 
why we are responsible for our belief on moral subjects is, that 
there is always an active, or voluntary element, about such be- 
lief. The nature thereof is explained by what has been said 
above on the order of causation between our disposition or pro- 
pensities, and our opinions concerning their objects. 

5. If we make faith nothing but/simple belief, we are una- 
ble to give a satisfactory account of the dif- 
ference between historical and saving faith. 
Chalmers, in the summary of his 6th chapter, 
as good as acknowledges this. But surely that must be a de- 
fective theory, which makes it impossible to see a difference, 
where yet, it admits, a substantial difference exists! Some 
would get out of the difficulty by denying that,:in strictness of 
speech, there is any historical faith where there is not saving 
faith—i. e., by denying that such persons truly believe, even 
with the understanding. Many candid sinners will declare that 
their consciousness contradicts this. ‘Says Dr. Alexander, the 
historical faith does not differ in that it believes different propo- 
sitions; but in that it believes them with a different and inferior 
grasp of conviction, I would ask, first, wnether this statement 
does not give countenancc to that radical Arminian error, which 
makes saving differ from temporary faith, only in degree, and 
notin kind? And I would remark, next: This is a singular de- 
sertion of a part of the strength of his own position, (although 
we believe that position includes only a part of the truth.) 

It is certainly true that historical faith does not believe all 

the propositions embraced by saving faith, ° 

It does not Accept nor the most important of them. Cat. que 
the same Propositions. ; age rae a ; 
6..: It believes; iin a. sense, that Christ 1s%a 

Saviour, but does it believe that all its best works are sins; that 
itis a helpless captive to ungodliness ; that sin is, at this time, a 
thing utterly undesirable in itself for that person; and that it is, 
at this moment, a thing altogether to be preferred, to be sub- 
dued unto holiness and obedience in Jesus Christ? No, indeed; 
the true creed of historical faith is: that “I am a great sinner, 


Unbelief a Sin. 


Historical Faith Dif- 
fers How ? 
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but not utter; that I shall initiate a rebellion against ungodliness 
successfully some day, when the ‘convenient season’ comes, and 
I get my own consent. That the Christian’s impunity and inher- 
itance will be a capital thing, when I come to die; but that at 
present, some form of sin and worldliness is the sweeter, and 
the Christian’s peculiar sanctity the more repulsive, thing for 
me.” Now, the only way to revolutionize these opinions, is to 
revolutionize the active, spiritual tastes, of whose verdicts they 
are the echo—to produce, ina word, spiritual tastes equally active 
in the opposite direction. We have thus shown that historical 
faith does not embrace the same propositions as saving; and 
that the difference is not merely one of stronger mental convic- 
tion. But we have shown that the difference is one of con- 
trasted moral activities, dictating opposite opinions as to present 
spiritual good; and thus procuring action of the will to em- 
brace that good in Christ. See also, 2 Thess. ii: 10; Rom. x: 
9 and Io. 

It is very clear, that if this account of faith is correct, it 
can only be an exercise of a regenerate 
heart. The moral affections which dictate 
the opinions as to moral good and evil, ac- 
cording to truth, and thus procure action, aré spiritual affections. 
‘fo this agree.the Scriptures,’.See Romy viii: 7; 1 Cor. 11: 14; 
Por LO 2ON 1 0.5 ezele xx xyiny 26) 2752 Phil...i,2):20.5.. Gal. 
yore ae, litainent si rleby cit 32.% Lo; this: representation. there 
are three objections urged: 

1. “That of the Sandemanian, that by giving faith an 
active.and holy character, we virtually bring 
back justification by human merit.” 

2. “That by supposing regeneration (the very germ of 
redemption) bestowed on the sinner before justification, we 
make God reconciled to him before He is reconciled.” 

3. “That we tell the sinner to go to Christ by faith in 
order to be made holy, while yet he must be made holy in 
order to go.” 

The answer to the Ist, is that we define: faith as a holy 
exercise of the soul; but we do not attribute 
its instrumentality to justify, to its holiness, 
but to the fact that it embraces Christ’s justifying righteous- 
ness. It is neither strange nor unreasonable, that a ‘thing 
should have two or more attributes, and yet be adapted by one 
special attribute among them, to a given instrumentality. The 
diamond is transparent, but it is its hardness which fits it for 
cutting glass. True faith is obediential,: it involves the will: it 
has moral quality: but its receptive nature is what fits it to be 
the organ of our justification. Hence it does not follow that 
we introduce justification by our own moral merit. 

To the 2d, I answer, it owes its whole plausibility to assum- 
ing that we make a difference in the order of time between 


Faith the Fruit of 
Regeneration. 
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regeneration and justification by faith. But we do not. In 
this sense, the sinner is justified when he is regenerated, and 
regenerated when justified. . Again, God: has purposes: of 
mercy towards His elect considered as unregenerate: For 
were they not elected as such? In-the Covenant of Kedemp- 


tion, Christ’s vicarious engagement. for them did not persuade . 


the Father to be’ merciful to them. On the contrary, it only 
enabled His original mercy, from which the gift of Christ Him- 
self proceeded, to go forth compatibly with His, holiness. 
Hence, at ‘the application of Redemption, God justifies in the 
righteousness of Another, in order that He may consistently 
bless, with regeneration and all other graces ;. and He regene- 
rates, in order that the sinner may be enabled to embrace‘that 
righteousness. In time they are simultaneous; in source, both 


are gracious; but in the order of production, the sinner. is 


enabled to believe by being regenerated, not vce versa. 
To the 3d, I reply, that this is but to re-affirm the sinner’s 


inability ; which is real, and not God’s fault, 
Sinner Dependent on 


Grace. a A 
lution from death to life, and curse to bless- 


ing, the sinner is dependent on Sovereign grace ; (it is the viru- 
lence of sin that make him so;)’and there is no use in trying to 
blink the fact. It is: every way best for the sinner to find it 
out: for thus the thoroughness of legal conviction is completed, 


and self-dependence is slain. Let not the guide.of souls try to | 


palliate the inexorable fact, by telling him that he cannot 
regenerate himself and so adapt himself to believe; but that 
he can use means, &c., &c. For if the awakened sinner is per- 
spicacious, he will answer, (logically), ‘Yes; and all my using 
means and instrumentalities, you tell me, will be-adding sin to 
sin; for I shail use them with wholly carnal motives.” If not 


perspicacious, he will thrust these means between himself and 


Christ ; and be in imminent risk of damnation by endeavouring 


to make a Saviour of them. No, let the pastor only reply to 
the anxious soul in the words of Paul, (Acts xvi : 31) “ Believe 
on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved,’ while he 
also refuses to retract the truth, that “no man cometh unto 
Christ, except the Father draw him.” The healing of the 
withered arm is here a parallel. Matt. xii: 10-13. Had that 
‘afflicted man possessed the spirit of this cavil, he would have 
objected to the command, “Stretch forth thy hand erent 
must first be miraculously healed. But he had, instead, the 
spirit ef faith: and He who gave the command, gave also the 
strength to obey. In the act of obeying he was miraculously 
enabled. 

If the sinner recalcitrate against the gospel paradox, the 
triumphant answer wil] be: that the root of the reason why he 
cannot embrace Christ in his own strength is, that his own spon- 


taneous preference is for self-will and ungodliness. So that if . 


but his own. True; in the essential revo- | 
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he fails in coming to Christ, why does he: murmur? He has’ 


followed precisely his’ own secret preference, in staying away. 
If the minister feels responsible and anxious for the successfti 
issue of the case entrusted thus to his tuition, let him remem- 
Ser: (a) That.after all, it is sovereign grace that must regene- 
‘ate, and not the separate efficiency of any views of truth, 

owever correct; and that he is ‘not responsible to God for 

dersuading the sinner to Christ, which is God’s own work; and 

(b) That God does in -fact make the “ sinner’s extremity His 
own opportunity ;’ and where we see Him thus slaying carnal 
self by this thorough law-work, it is because He intends thereby 
to prepare the way for His sovereign regenerating work. Let 
not the minister, therefore, become disbelicving, and resort to 
foolish, carnal expedients; let him simply repeat the gospel 
condition; and then “ stand still and see the salvation of God.” 
This difficulty is presented in its most interesting form, by 

the question, whether an anxious sinner conscious of an unre- 
newed state, may begin to pray with an expectation of answer. 
Some professed Calvinists have been so embarrassed, as to give 
a very unscriptural answer. They have argued that ‘“ without 


faith it is impossible to please God;” and as faith is a/ result of . 


regeneration, it is the unrenewed sinner’s duty to abstain from 
praying, until conscious of the saving change. But Scripture 
commands sinners to pray. Sée Acts viii: 22; Rom. x: 13. 
Man’s logic is vain, against God’s express word. Again: it is 
wrong to command any one to abstain from. prayer (or any 
other duty) because he is in a state of unbelief, because it is 
wrong for him to be in that state. It is preposterous reasoning, 
_which makes a man’s own sin an exemption for him. Do we 
then, in commanding the unbeliever to begin praying, tell him 
to offer an unbelieving prayer? Bynomeans. We intend that 
he shall so begin, that by God’s grace that prayer, begun in the 
impotency of nature, shall instantly transform itself into the 
first breathing of a living faith. We say to him; Begin pray- 
ing; “and be no more faithless, but believing.” It: is most 
instructive to notice how Christ Himself encourages the anxious 
sinner to pretermit the obstacle of this seeming paradox. The 
parables by which He inculcates prayer are evidently constructed 
with a view to encourage the awakened soul to waive the ques- 
tion whether it is renewed or not. In Matt. vii: 11, the tender- 
ness of parents for their hungry children is the example by 
which He emboldens us. But in applying it, He actually breaks 
the symmetry of His own comparison, in order to widen the 
promise for the encouragement of sinners. . We at first expect 
Him to conclude thus: “If ye then, though evil, know how to 
give good things to your children: how much more shall your 
Father in heaven give His Holy Spirit to His children.” But 
no: He concludes: “to them that ask Him;” thus graciously 
authorizing us to waive the question whether we have become 
20° 
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His children. So, in Luke xviii: 14, the parable of the publi- 
can shows us a man who ventured to pray in the profound and 
humble conviction of his unrenewed state; and he obtained 
justification, while the confident professor of godliness was 
rejected. These instructions authorize the pastor to invite 
every sinner to the mercy-seat, provided only he is hearty in 
his petition ; and to direct him to the free mercy which comes “ to 
seek and save that which is lost.” Yet it is certainly true, that 
the prayer of abiding unbelief will not be accepted. But 
Prayer is God’s own appointed means for giving expression to 
the implanted faith, and thus passing out of the unbelieving 
into the believing state. 

Rome teaches that historical faith is the substance of sav- 


' ing; (fides informis;) which becomes true 
5. Fides Formata. 


Distinction. : : : ; 
formata.) Wer doctrine of Justification is 


accordant, viz: a change of moral, as well as legal state, con- 
sisting not only in pardon and acceptance of person, but in the 
inworking of holy love inthe character. Now, in this error, as 
in most mischievous ones, we find a certain perverted element 
of truth, (without which errors would not usually -have life 
enough to be current.) For faith, as an act of the soul, has 
moral character; and that character, holy. But the sophism 
of Rome is two-fold: (a.) Her fides tnformis, or historical 
faith, is not generically the same act of the soul at all as saving 
faith; being an embracing of different propositions, or at least 
of far different apprehensions of the gospel propositions, being 
the acts of different faculties of the soul; (historical faith, char- 
acteristically of the head; saving faith, essentially of the heart. 
Rom. x: 10;) and being prompted by different motives, so far 
as the former has motive. For the former is prompted by self- 
love, the latter by love of holiness and hatred of sin.  (b.) 
Faith does not justify in virtue of its rightness, but in virtue of 
its receptivity. Whatever right moral quality it has, has no 
relevancy whatever to be, of itself, a justifying righteousness; 
and is excluded from the justifying instrumentality of faith ; 
Rom. iv: 4,53; xi: 6. But faith justifies by its instrumentality 
of laying hold of Christ’s righteousness, in which aspect it does 
not contribute, but receives, the moral merit. (c.) Love can- 
not be the “ Form of faith,” because they are co-ordinate graces. 
See 1 Cor. xiii: 13. Rome virtually concedes this fatal point, 
by pleading that love may be metaphorically the form of faith. 
To the modern mind a conclusive general objection remains: 
this Peripatetic mode of conception and definition, by matter 
and form, is wholly irrelevant to a spiritual exercise or function: 
it is only accurate when applied to concrete objects. 

The solution of Rome’s favourite proof-texts is easy; e. g., 
in 1 Cor. xiii: 2,the faith is that of miracles. In Gal.v: 6, 
faith is the instrument energizing love, and not vice versa. In 


faith by receiving its form, love. (Thus fides 


ae . 
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Jas. ii: 26, works (loving ones of course), are not the causes, 
hut after-signs of faith’s vitality, as’ breath is of the 
hody sapien 21ts Titustirs-; SB phs e135 Luk. ev: 22. 
&c., refer to the sanctification following upon justification. 

by assurance of faith, we mean the certain and undoubting 
conviction that Christ is all He professes to 
be, and will do all He promises. It is of the 
essence of saving faith, as all agree. See 
Lhe ayia en eS. 12.0, Ye LietB pert sexi 2 TS. 
And it is evident that nothing less than full conviction of the 
trustworthiness of the gospel would give grourd to that entire 
trust, or envoke the hearty pursuit of Christ, which are 1eyu! 
site for salvation. The assurance of grace and salvation is the 
assured conviction (with the peace and joy proceeding there- 
from) that the individual believer has had his sins pardoned, 
and his soul saved. Rome stoutly denies that this is a part of 
faith, or a legitimate reflex act, or consequence thereof, (except 
in the cas: of revealed assurance.) Her motive is, to retain 
anxious sculs under the clutch of her priest-craft and tyranny. 
The Reformers generally seem to have: been driven by their 
hatred of this odious doctrine, to the other extreme, and make 
assurance of hope of the essence of faith. Thus, Calvin savs, 
in-substance: “ My faith is a divine and spiritual belief that 
God has pardoned and accepted me.” The sober view of the 
moderns (see Conf., ch. 18) is, that this assurance is the natural 
and proper reflex act, or consequence of true faith, and should 
usually follow, through self-examination and experience; but 
that itis not of theessence of faith. Ist. Because, then, another 
proposition would be the object cf faith. Not whosoever 
believeth shall be saved; but “I am saved.” The latter is a 
deduction, in which the former is major premise. 2d. The 
humble and modest soul would be inextricably embarrassed in 
coming to Christ. It would say: “I must believe that I am 
saved, in order to be saved. But I feel myself a lost sinner, in 
need of salvation. 3rd. God could not justly punish the non- 
elect for not believing what would not have been true if they had 
believed it. 4th. . The experience of God’s people in all ages 
oontmantetstt=/ + Pss lxxificniziexaxni 22 kexvays 2; 6) ro.’ “sth. 
The command to go on to the attainment of assurance, as a 
higher grace, addressed to believers, shows that a true believer 
may lack it. . 

God has chosen faith for the peculiar, organic function of 
instrumentally uniting the soul to Christ, 
so as to partake of His righteousnes- and 
spiritual life. Why? This question should 
be answered with modesty. One reason, we may  sup- 
pose, is, that human glorying may be extinguished by attach- 
ing man’s whole salvation instrumentally to an act of the soul, 
whose organic aspect is merely receptive, and has no procur- 


6. Asurance Dis- 
tinguished. 


7. Faith Suitable Or- 
gan of Justification. 


- 
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ing righteousness whatever. Rom. iii: 27. Another reason is, 
that belief is, throughout all the acts of the soul, the preliminary 
and condition of acting. See I Jno.v: 4,5. Everything man 
does is because he believes something. Faith, in its widest 
sense, is the mainspring of man’s whole activity. Every voli- 
tion arises from a belief, and none can arise without it. Hence, 
in selecting faith, instead of some other gracious exercise, which 
may be the fruit of regeneration, as the organic instrument of 
justification, God has proceeded on a profound knowledge of 
man’s nature, and in strict conformity thereto. A third reason 
may perhaps be found in the fact that faith works by love: that 
it purifies the soul; and is the victory which overcomes worldli- 
ness. See Confesson of Faith, ch. xiv : § ii, especially its first 
propositions. Since faith is the principle of sanctification, ina 
sinner’s heart, it was eminently worthy of a God of holiness, to 
select it as a term of justification. 


LECTURE LI. 
UNION TO CHRIST. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. By what similitudes is the union of Christ with His people set forth in the 
Y oripture ? 

“2. What are the several results to believers, of this union? 

3. What is the essential, and what the instrumental bond of this union ? 

4. Show the resemblances and differences between this union and that of the 
Father and the Son; between this and that of Christ’s divinity and humanity; 
between this and that of a leader and his followers ? . 

5. Does this union imply a literal conjunction of the substance of Christ with 
that of the believer's soul ? 

6. How does the indwelling of the Holy Ghost in this union, differ from that by’ 
which it is everywhere present? . 

7. Is this union indissoluble ? 

See on whole, Dick, Lect. 67. Ridgley, Vol. iii, Qu. 66. Calvin’s Inst., bk. 
iii, ch. 1. Hill, bk. v, ch. 5, ¢1. Conf. of Faith, ch. 26. Hodge, Theol. 
Vol. iii, pp. 650-661. 


ig is through this union to Christ that the whole application 

of redemption is effectuated on the sinner’s soul. Although 
all the fullness of the Godhead dwelleth 
bodily in Him since. His glorification, yet 
until the union of Christ is effected, the 
believer partakes of none to its completeness. When made 
one with His Redeeming Head, then all the communicable 
graces of that Head begin to transfer themselves to him. 
Thus we find that each kind of benefit which makes up redemp- 
tion is, in different parts of the Scripture, deduced from this 
union as their source; justification, spiritual strength, life, res... 
surrection of the body, good works, prayer and praise, sanctifi- 


t. Union to Christ 
Effectuates Salvation. 
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cation, perseverance, &c.,:i&es» Eph:1:4, 6,11, 13; Col. i: 24; 
Roms Vilad,45, 0,08 37 Colodit10¢i;Gal.1i2'207Phil. iti: 9; Jno. 
*7:1-5. 
The nature of this unicn is to be deduced from a full com- 
parison of all the similitudes by which the 
seas by Im Word illustrates it. In one place it is 
described by the union of a vine with its 
branches; and in another, of the stock of an olive tree with its 
limbs. Jno. xv:1-5; Rom. xi: 16-24. The stock is Christ, 
diffusing life and fructifying sap throug’ all the branches. 
Second ; Our Saviour briefly likens this union to that between 
Himself and His Father. Jno. xvii: 20, 24. Grace will bring 
the whole body of the elect into a sweet accord with Christ 
and each other, and harmony of interest and volition, bearing 
some small relation to that of the Father and the Son. .Third: 
We find the union compared by Paul to that between the head 
and the members in the body; the head, Christ, being the seat 
and source of vitality and volition, as well as of sense and intel- 
ligence ; the members being united to it by a common set of 


“nerves, and community of feeling, and life, and motion. Eph. 


iv: 15, 16. Fourth: We find the union likened to that between 
husband and wife: where by the indissoluble and sacred tie, 
they are constituted one legal person, the husband being the 
ruler, but both united by a tender affection and complete com- 
munity of interest, and of legal obligations. Eph.v: 31, 32; 
Ps, xlv:g9. Fifth: It is illustrated by the union of the stones 


-in a house to their foundation corner-stone, where the latter 


sustains all the rest, and they are cemented to it and to each 
other, forming one whole. But stones are inanimate; and 
therefore the sacred’ writer indicates that the simile is, in its 
nature, inadequate to express the whole truth, by describing the 
corner-stone as a living thing, and the other stones as living 
things together composing a spiritual temple. See 1 Cor. 
ili: II-16; I Pet. ii: 4-6. 

Now, these are all professed similes or metaphors; yet 
they must indicate, when reduced to literal language, an 
exceedingly close and important union. It is hard to see how 
human language could be more completely exhausted, to 2x- 
press this idea, without running it into identity of substance 
or person. Its nature may be best unfolded by looking suc- 
cessively at its results, conditions, &c. Let it be again noted, 
that our union to Christ bears to all the severai benefits which 
effectuate our redemption, the relation of whole to its parts. 

The results of this union may be said to be threefold ; or, 

2. Why Called Mys- 1” different language, it may be said that the 
tical? ‘Three Resuits, Union exists in three forms. Ist. A Legal 
union, in virtue of which Christ’s righteous- 

mess is made ours, and we “are accepted in the beloved.” 
See Rom. viii:1; Phil. iii:g. This is justification. 2d. & 
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Spiritual, or mystical union, by which we participate in spiritual 
influences and qualities of our Head Jesus Christ; and have 
wrought in us, by the indwelling of the Holy Ghost, which was 
given to Him without measure, spiritual life, with all its result- 
ant qualities and actings. See Jno. v: 25, 26; xv: 2-5; Eph. 
ii25°3; Romi evil tj) 2: Cor. vie-rzg) sGalsaieizo. ) This unionithe 
orthodox divines have called mystical, (uwvatexa), borrowing the 
expression, most likely, from Eph. v: 32, They did not mean 
thereby, that in their views of this union spiritual, they adopted 
the views held by the ancient and medizval Mystics, who 
taught an essential oneness of the human intelligence with the 
substance of the Aoyo¢ to be developed by quietism and asceti- 
cism. Orthodox divines have rather meant thereby, what is the 
proper, scriptural idea of the word puaoryoov from pvw, some- 
thing hidden and secret: not something incomprehensible and 
incapable of being intelligib'y stated. The spiritual union is 
indeed mysterious in that sense; but not otherwise than regen- 
eration is mysterious. The incomprehensible feature is not 
only similar, but identical ; it is one and the same mystery. 
But the tie is called mystical, because it is invisible to human 
eyes; it is not identical with that outward or professed union, 
instituted by the sacraments; it is a secret kept between the 
soul and its Redeemer, save as it is manifested by its fruits. 
The third result of the union, is the communion of saints. As 
the stones of the wall, overlapping the corner-stone, also over- 
lap each other, and are cemented all into one mass, so, every 
soul that is united truly to Christ, is united to His brethren. 
Hence, follows an identity of spirit and principle, a community 
of aims, and a oneness of affection and sympathy. 
The essential bond of this union is the indwelling influence 
of the Holy Ghost. This Spirit is indeed 
3. Its Instrumental .- ° ; : . Tee: 
and Essential Bond, 2Mmense and omnipresent; nor is His provi- 
dential agency dead or inoperative in any 
creature of God. But in the souls of believers, He puts forth a 
different agency, viz.: the same which He exerts in the man 
Jesus Christ, by which He fills Him with all the fullness ofthe 
Godhead. Thus the bond of unionis formed. The vegetative 
influences of the sun are on the whole surface of the earth. In 
many plants those influences produce a growth, wild or useless, 
or noxious; but in every cultivated field, they exhibit themselves 
vn the vegetation of the sweet and wholesome corn which is plant- 
od there. In proof of this bond, see 1 Cor. ili: 16; vi: 17: xii: 
13; I Jno. iii: 24: iv: 13. To return to the Bible figure of a 
vine or tree, the sap which is in the branches was first in the 
stock, and proceeded thence to the branches. It has in them 
the same chemical and vital characters; and produces every- 
where the same fruit. The sense and feeling of every limb are 
the common sense and feeling of the head. Hence we are enti- 
tled to take this pleasing view of all genuine, spiritual affections 
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in the members of Christ; each one is in its humble measure, 
the counterpart of similar spiritual affections in Christ. There 
are indeed some affections,e. g., those of penitence, which 
Christ cannot explicitly share, because He is sinless; but even 
here the tide of holy affection, of enmity to all moral impurity, 
and love for holiness, wells from the Saviour’s bosom; in pass- 
ing through the believer’s sinful bosom it assumes the form of 
penitence, because modified by his personal sense of sin. Each 
gracious affection isa feeble reflex of the same affection, exist- 
ing, in its glorious perfection, in our Redeemer’s heart. As 
when we seea mimic sun in the pool of water on the earth’s 
surface, we know that it is only there because the sun shineth 
in his strength in the heavens. How inexpressible the com- 
fort and encouragement arising from this identity of affec- 
tion and principle! Especially is it consoling in the assur- 
ance which it gives us of the answer to all our prayers which 
are conceived in the Holy Ghost. Does the believer have, for 
instance, a genuine and spiritual aspiration for the growth of 
Zion? Let him take courage; that desire was only born in his 
breast because it before existed inthe breast of His head, that 
Mediator whom the Father heareth always. 

The instrumental bond of the* union is evidently faith—i. e., 
when the believer exercises faith, the union begins; and by the 
exercise of faith itis on his part perpetuated. See Eph. iii: 

grr nonaxines2 3) Gals: 26,127 028.52 Pirst<»Godi embraces 
is with His electing and renewing love; and we then embrace 
Him by the actings of our faith, so that the union is consum- 
mated on both sides. One of the results, or, if you please, 
forms, of the union is justification. Of this, faith is the instru- 
ment; for, ‘“‘ being justified by faith, we have peace with God.” 
The other form is sanctification. Faith has the instrumental rela- 
tion to this also; for He “ purifieth our hearts by faith ;” “ faith 
worketh by love;” and it is the victory which overcometh th 
world. 

Christ compares the spiritual union of His people to Him- 
| self, with that of Himself to His Father. The 
eg) Be Umon MS resemblance must be in the community of 

graces, of affections, and of volitions; and 
not in the identity of substance and nature. Our conscious- 
ness assures us that our personality and separate free-agency 
areas complete after as before the union; and that our being is 
no how merged inthe substance of Christ. To this agree all 
the texts which address the believer as still a separate person, a 
responsible free agent, and a man, not aGod. The idea of a 
personal or substantial union would imply the deification of man, 
which is profane and unmeaning. But when we consider 
Christ’s relation as Mediatorial person (and not merely as 
Aoyo¢c) to God the Father, we have a more apt representation of 
His union ta His people. For this union is maintained by a 
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spiritual indwelling in Him. The union between Christ’s divin- 
ity and humanity, as conceived by the Nestorians (see lecture 
Xxxix.) would afford also a more apt representation of the 
believer's union. The Nestorians represented it as a ouvagea, 
not a éwars, and expressly asserted it to be generically the 
same with, and only higher in degree than, the mystical union 
of the Godhead with believers. But then, they were understood 
as making of Christ two persons, We, who hold withthe Coun- 
cilof Chalcedon, cannot use theunion of the two natures of the 
person of Christ, to illustrate the believer's union to Him; 
because we have shown that it does not result in a proper one- 
ness of person. The Church with its Head is onlya spiritual 
corporation, and not a literal person. ; 
But on the other hand, to represent Christ’s union as only 
he gerne te that of a mere Leader and His followers a 
Peace union of sentiment, interests and affections, 
would be entirely too feeble. In the case of 
the Leader admired and devotedly followed, there is only an 
emission of moral suasion and example, producing these 
results. In the case of Christ and His people, there is far 
more; there is the emission of a Divine and vital Substance, 
the Holy Ghost, who literally unites Christ and His people, by 
dwelling and operating identically (though far differently in 
degree) in both; and who establishes and maintains in the 
creature by supernatural power, the same peculiar condition, 
called spiritual life ,which exists in the Head. Ina word, there 
is truly a sap, a cement which unites the two,that is a thing, 
and not merely an influence, a divine, living, and Almighty 
Thing, viz.: Holy Ghost. 
Yet, while we thus assert a proper and true indwelling of 
ares Bird the Holy Ghost, with the believer's soul (and 
of che Substance ofthe ‘taus’ mediately of the soul and Christ), we 
Godhead. see nothing inthe Bible to warrant the belief 
of a literal conjunction of the substance of the Godhead in 
Christ, with the substance of the believer's soul; much less of a 
literal, local conjunction of the whole mediatorial person, includ- 
ing the humanity, with the soul, “Christ does dwell in our 
hearts by faith.” “It is He that liveth in us,” but it is in a 
multitude of other places explained to mean the indwelling of 
‘His Holy Ghost. 
Now, I cannot but believe that the gross and extreme 
Determines our Views of areal presence and opus operatum, in 
View of Lord’s Sup- the Lord’s supper, which prevailed in the 
ner: Church from the patristic ages throughout 
the medizval, and which infect the minds of many Protestants 
now, arise from an erroneous aud overstrained view of the mys- 
ticalunion. This union effectuates redemption. We all agree 
that the sacraments are its signs and seals. (See 1 Cor, xii: 
13: 1 Cor. x: 17, et passim). Now, the Fathers seem to have 
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imagined that spiritual life must result froma literal and sub- 
stantive intromission of Christ’s person into our souls, just as 
corporeal nutrition can only result when the food is taken sub- 
stantially into the stomach, and assimilated with our corporeal 
substance. In this sense they seem to have understood the 
eating of Jno. vi: 51, etc. (which was currently misapplied to 
the Lord’s supper). Hence, how natural that in the Lord’s sup- 
per, the sacramental sign and seal of the vitalizing union, they 
should imagine a real presence, not only of the God-head 
naturally, and of the Holy Spirit in His sanctifying influences, 
but of the whole Mediatorial person, and a literal feeding 
thereon. Hence, afterward, transubstantiation and consubstan- 
- tiation, and the more refined, though equally impossible theory 
of Calvin, of a literal, and yet only spiritual feeding on the 
whole person. 

The same general law of thought appears in what may be 
called the Pan-Christism of the “ Mercersburg School,” of 
modern semi-Pantheism. These divines having revived the old 
mystical idea of the substantive oneness of the human and 
divine spirit, through the medium of the incarnation, consist- 
ently assert a species of real-presence of the mediatorial per- 
son in the Supper. The connection is conclusive. - 

Let us disembarrass our views of the mystical union; and 
these unscriptural perversions of the sacraments will fall away 
of themselves. We shall make them what the Word makes 
them—commemorative signs, and divinely appointed seals of 
covenant blessings; all of which blessings are summed up in 
our legal and spiritual union to Jesus Christ; and this union 
constituted solely by the blessed and ineffable indwelling of 
Christ’s Holy Spirit in our souls, as a principle of faith and 
sanctification. There is, then, no other feeding on Christ’s per- 
son but the actings of the soul’s faith responsive to the vital 
motion of the Holy Ghost, embracing the benefits of Christ’s 
redeeming work. 

To one who apprehends the dignity and intimacy of this 
union aright, there will appear a strong a 
priort probability that it will be indissoluble. 
The efficient parties to it are Christ and the 
Holy Ghost; parties divine, omniscient, immutable. The im- 
mediate effect on man’s soul is the entrance of supernatural 
life, and the beginning of the exercises of new and character- 
istic and spiritual acts. One would hardly expect to find that 
these Divine and Almighty Agents intended any such child’s 
play, as the production of a temporary faith and grace, in such 
transactions! When we discuss the doctrine of the persever- 
ance of the saints, we shall find this @ priorz evidence con- 
firmed. Our purpose now is not to anticipate that argument ; 
but to suggest at this place, the presumption. 


6. The Union Indis- 
soluble. 


LECTURE Lik 
JUSTIFICATION. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What is the importance of correct views on this doctrine ? 
Dick, Lect. 69. Turrettin, Loc. xvi, Qu. 1. Owen on Justification, (Assem- 
bly’s Edit.), p. 76-82. 7 
2. *shat is the scriptural idea or meaning of God’s acts of justification? State 
and refute Popish view, and establish the true view. 
Turrettin, Loc. xv, Qu. 1.. Owen, ch. 4.. Dick, Lect: 69.. Hill; bk. v, ch. 2. . 
Ridgley, Qu. 7o. . Knapp, ¢ 109." Watson’s Theol. Inst,, ch).23,. 6.4. 
Bellarmine’s Controversia. Liber de Justificatione. Council of Trent. Ses. 6, 
ch.. 7. Calvin’s Inst., bk. ii, ch. 11. Dr. W. Cunningham, ichij2r.- 
3. Does the inherent grace wrought by God in the believer’s soul or good 
works proceeding therefrom, merit anything towards justification ? 
Calvin’s Inst., bk. in, chs. 15, 17. Turrettin, Qu. 2. Owen, chs. 5,6. Coun- 
cil of Trent, Ses. 6, chs. 7 to1o, and Canonsi1, &c., de Justi. Bellarmine, 
as above. Dr. A. Alexander’s Tract on Justification. 
4, Is justification mere remission of sins ; or does it include the bestowal of atitle 
to favour and reward? And is Christ’s active, as well as His passive obedience, 


imputed to believers therefore ? 
Turrettin, Qu. 3,4. Owen. ch. 12. Dick, Lect.69, 70. Hill, as above. Knapp, 
#115. Watson, as above, 32. Dr. A. Alexander, as above. 
5. Whatis adoption? 
Turrettin. Loc. xvi, Qu.6. Dick, Lect. 73. Ridgley, Qu. 74. See on, whole, 
Conf. of Faith, ch. 11; and Catechisms, on Qu.4. Dorner’s Hist. Prot. 
Theol. Vol. 1, 3 3, of Div. 3. 


T is obvious to the first glance, that it is a question of the 

first importance to sinners, ‘‘ How shall man be just with 
God?” The doctrine of justification was the 
radical principle, as we have seen, out of 
which grew the Reformation from Popery. It was by adopting 
this, that the Reformers were led out of darkness into light. 
Indeed, when we consider how many of the fundamental points 
of theology are connected with justification, we can hardly 
assign it too important a place. Our view of this doctrine must 
determine, or be determined by, our view of Christ’s satis- 
faction; and this, again, carries along with it the whole doc- 
trine concerning the natures and person of Christ. And if the 
proper deity of Him be denied, that of the Holy Ghost will 
very certainly fall along with it; so that the very doctrine of 
the Trinity is destroyed by extreme views concerning justifi- 
cation. Again:.“It is God that justifieth.’ How evident, 
then, that our views of justification will involve those of God’s 
law and moral attributes? The doctrine of original sin is also 
brought in question, when we assert the impossibility of man’s 
so keeping the law of God, as to justify himself. It is a more 
familiar remark, that the introduction of the true doctrine of 
justification excludes that whole brood of Popish inventions, 
purgatory and penance, works of supererogation, indulgences, 
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sacrifice of the mass, and merit of congruity acquired by alms 
and mortifications. 
Not to go again into these subjects at large, which are 
eS illustrated in your history of the Reforma- 
eee as 5 tion, it may be briefly repeated, that as is our 
conception of the meritorious ground of jus- 
tification, such will be our conception of its nature. This prop- 
osition will be found necessarily decisive of every man’s scheme 
of justification, be it what it may. If its ground is absolute, 
complete and infinite, the righteousness of Jesus Christ, it also 
will be an act complete, final and absolute, equal in all justified 
persons, admitting no increment, and leaving neither need nor » 
room for any sacramental merit or penitential atonement. 
Once more: The blessed doctrine of an assurance of hope is 
intimately dependent on justification. If the latter is grounded 
on infused grace, and admits of loss and increment, the Chris- 
tian’s opinion concerning the certainty of his own justification 
can never become an assurance, this side the grave; for the 
very sufficient reason, that the fact itself is still suspended. If 
he were assured of it, he would believe an untruth; for the 
thing itself is not yet sure. Hence, the propriety of Luther’s 
decision, when, taught by his personal, as well as his theologi- 
cal, experience, he declared justification to be the cardinal doc- 
trine of the Church’s creed. 


The question concerning the true nature of justification 
should be strictly one of exegesis. All are 
ioe een ey of agreed that it isGod’s act. Hence, the opin- 
| ions of men, or the human meanings of 
words by which men have expressed God’s descriptions of it in 
Scripture, are not worth one particle, in determining its nature. 
It may, however, be remarked, that all English theologians 
have adopted the Latin word justify (justzfico) from the Vetus 
Itala, Latin Fathers and Latin Vulgate, an unclassical word, 
which would mean, etymologically, to make righteous. J may 
also remind you, that Augustine, and a few of the other fath- 
ers, misled by this etymology, and their ignorance of Greek, 
conceived and spoke of justification as a change of moral state, 
as well as of legal condition. Here is the poisonous germ of the 
erroneous doctrine of the Scholastics and of Trent concerning 
it; a striking illustration of the high necessity of Hebrew and 
Greek literature, in the teachers of the Church. 


When we pass to the original Scriptures, we find the act of 
justification described by a Hebrew and 


See ee reels verb, DEM, (hiphil) and dxado, with 


eer. their derivatives. Now, the Romish Church 


asserts, that the Scriptural idea of the act is not only God’s 
accounting, but also making the sinner righteous, by both in- 
fusing the divine righteousness, and declaring it acceptable, in 
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the sinner. We believe that the true meaning is not to make 
righteous in that sense, but only to declare righteous or make 
righteous in the forensic sense; and that the act of justification 
does not change the moral state, but only declares, in the forum 
of heaven, the legal state of the sinner. The soundest reasons 
for this, we shall give, without any claim whatever to originality, 
merely aiming to present them in a brief, lucid, and logical 
order. The Holy Ghost, then, by justification, intends a foren- 
sic act, and not a moral change. 

(a) Because, in a number of cases, He expresses a justifi- 
cation of objects incapable of being made 
righteous by a moral change, by the justify- 
ing agents, in the given cases. Thus, Wisdom: Matt. xi: 19. 
God Psi lig sthobixxxi: eqnliuke tara oe. 

(b) Because, in a multitude of cases, to justify is the con- 
trast of condemning; e. g., Job. ix: 20; Deut. xxv: 1; Rom. 
villi : 33, 34, &c. Now, to condemn does not change, but only 
declares the culprit’s moral condition; it merely fixes or appor- 
tions the legal consequence of his faults. Therefore, to justify 
does not make holy, but only announces and determines the 
legal relation. | 

(c) In some places, the act of a magistrate in justifying 
the wicked is pronounced very sinful. Prov. xvii: 15; Is. v: 
23. Now, if to justify were to make righteous, to justify the 
wicked would be a most praiseworthy and benevolent act on the 
magistrate’s part. From this very argument, indeed, some have 
raised a captious objection ; saying, if it is so iniquitous in the 
human magistrate to pronounce righteous him who is personally 
unrighteous, it must be wrong for God to justify in this (Calvin- 
istic) sense, the sinner. The answer is, that God, unlike the 
magistrate, is able to impute to the justified ungodly, a vicarious 
satisfaction for his guilt, and to accompany this justification with 
sanctifying grace, ensuring his future obedience. 

(d) The adjuncts of the act of justification are all such as 
would indicate a forensic character for it. Rom. iii: 19, 20: 
the objects of the act are men who are 6dz0dczoe. See also 
Jobux : 2, 35/Ps..cxlii.; 2; +. Vhere is;a bariat. whichthe actAs 
performed:.. .Lukerxvis 1557 ,/Romiivis 2); 1s. xlin 262% Where 
is an advocate, pleading our cause. I Jno. ii: 1. 

e.) Finally, the equivalent expressions all point to a foren- 
sic act. Thus, in Rom. iv: 4-6, justification is explained by the 
forgiveness of iniquity, and covering of sin. In Rom. v: 9, we 
are justified by His blood and saved from wrath through Him; 
and v : 10, it is farther explained by reconciliation. In Jno. iii: 
18; v: 24, &c., itis being not condemned, and passing from 
death to life. In a word, the only sense of the word which 
makes Paul’s argument in Romans, ch. ii: 5, intelligible, is the 
forensic sense; for the whole question there is concerning the 
way of acquittal for a sinner before God. 


Proofs. 
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Papists, therefore, admit that the original words often carry 
a forensic sense, even an exclusive one; and 
that in the justification of the sinner the fo- 
rensic idea is also present; but they claim that, in addition, a 
production of inherent righteousness in the justified person is 
intended by the word; so that the believer is accounted, be- 
cause made personally righteous in justification. And in sup- 
port of this, they quote Is. liii: 11; Dan. xi: 3; from the Old 
Restamenteame ini the New, Room 24 \iv'2 225) vis 4, 54 
Mili: 10; 405 nerves. Depa tiebs xe ys) Titus iii» 5-7; Rev. 
xxii: 11. Of the first two texts it is enough to say, that the 
forensic sense of the verb is perfectly tenable, when we assign 
only an instrumental agency to the gospel, or minister men- 
tioned ; and that sort of agency the Papist himself is compelled 
to give tlfem. Of1 Cor. vi: 11, it should be said that it is a 
case of introverted parallelism, in which the “ washing” is gen- 
eral; and the sanctifying and justifying the two branches 
thereof. Can they be identical: tautological? ‘“ Ye are sanc- 
tified by the Spirit of our God, and justified in the name of 
Christ.” Rev. xxii: 11, only has a seeming relation to the sub- 
ject, in consequence of the Vulgate’s mistranslation from an 
erroneous reading. The other passages scarcely require notice. 

The Protestant view of justification as to 
its nature, and meritorious cause may be seen 
in Shorter Catechism, que 33. . 
The doctrine of Rome is a masterpiece of cunning and 
plausible error. According to this doctrine, 
justification is rather to be conceived of as a 
process, than an absolute and complete act. 
The initiation of this process is due to the gracious operation of 
the Holy Ghost, (bestowed first in Baptism,) infusing and in- 
working a fides formata in the soul. Free will-is by itself in- 
adequate for such an exercise, but yet neither doth the Holy 
Ghost produce it, without the concurrence of the contingent 
will of the believer. So that Rome’s doctrine herein is syner- 
gistic. Moreover, the meritorious cause which purchases for 
the believer, this grace of a fides formata, is Christ's righteous- 
ness and intercession. But now, the aydéz7, with resultant good 
works, thus inwrought by grace, is the righteousness which is 
imputed to the believer, for his justification—i. e., to entitle him 
to life and adoption; so that the work of justification not only 
accounts, but makes the sinner personally righteous. It will be 
seen how cunningly this doctrine, by mixing justification with 
sanctification, avails itself of the seeming support of such pass- 
agesias Rom: iynu22p24;) xe 105; Actesne'35:;Gal. v.: 6; Jas. 11: 
26, how plausibly it evades those peculiar texts, as Rom. i: 17; 
Phil. iii : 9, which say that the righteousness which justifies us 
is God’s; and how “it keeps the word of promise to the ear, 
and breaks it to the sense,” in seeming to ascribe something 


Popish Objections. 


3. Protestant Defini- 
tion. 


Justification Accord- 
ing to Rome. 


622 SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


to the merit of Christ, while yet it is practically justification by 
works. 

According to the Council of Trent then, the final cause of 
justification is (correctly), God’s glory in the 
bestowal of eternal life. The efficient cause, 
God’s grace ; the meritorious cause, the right- 
eousness of Jesus Christ; (i. e., of His passion); the instrumen- 
tal cause, baptism; the formal cause, the infused righteousness 
of God, dwelling in the believer. Justification will consequently 
be imperfect in all, different in degree in different ones, capa- 
ble of increment and diminution, and liable to entire loss, 
in case of backsliding; nor can its continuance unto glory be 
certainly ascertained by the believer (except in case of inspira- 
tion), inasmuch as its continuance is not itself certain. 

Now all sound Protestants assert, on the contrary, that 

Justification not by there is no other justification than that which 
Inherent Grace and its IRomanists describe as the initiation thereof, 
Works. which is a complete and absolute act; done 
for the believer once for all, perfect and complete in all, needing 
and admitting no increment; and above all, that God is not 
moved in any sort, to bestow this grace of justification by the 
congruous merit of our inwrought holiness; but that this latter 
is, on the contrary, one of the fruits of our justification. We ut- 
terly exclude our own inherent holiness. 

(a.) Because, however gracious, it is always imperfect. But 
the Law of God (Gal. iii: 10; Jas. ii: 10,) 
can accept nothing but a perfect righteous- 
ness. Nor is it worth the Papist’s while to say, that the believ- 
er’s holiness is perfect zz haditu, but imperfect zz actu. They 
also plead, since conversion is God’s work, the godliness infused 
must be perfect in principle, because “the work of our Rock 
is perfect.” Deut. xxxii: 4. I reply, His own works are, of 
course, perfect; but it may be far otherwise with those in which 
imperfect man is recipient, and his feeble faculties means. I 
urge, farther, that it is a fiction to represent that godliness as 
perfect in disposition and principle, which is imperfect in act. 
For the act expresses the principle. Said our Saviour: “Make 
the tree good, and the fruit good.” It is a favorite claim of un- 
believers and Socinians, to say that their intentions and hearts 
are better than their conduct: whereas, Bible-saints always con- 
fess the human heart worse than its outward developments. 
And iast: the plea would not avail the Papist, if granted; be- 
cause God says that when man is judged on his merits, it is the 
overt act by which he is especially tried. Matt. xii: 37. 

(b.) The Apostle sternly excludes works from the ground of 
justification. Rom. iii : 20, 28,.&c., &c. And 
it is no adequate answer to say: he means 
only to exclude ceremonial works. For be- 
sides that, it is improbable the Apostle would ever have thought 


Causes of Justifica- 
tion according to Rome. 


Arguments. 


Evasion of Rom. ili: 
20, &c. 


“ 
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it worth his while to argue against a justification by ceremonial 
works alone, inasmuch as we have no proof any Jew of that day 
held such a theory; we knowthat the Hebrew mind was not ac- 
customed to make the distinction between ceremonial and moral, 
positive and natural precepts. Moreover, the law whose works 
are excluded is, evidently from the context, the law whose 
works might prompt boasting, the law which was over Jew and 
Gentile alike, the law which was the term of the Covenant of 
works, and from whose curse Christ delivers us. 

Another evasion is attempted, by saying the Apostle only 
excludes the works of the unrenewed heart. 
We reply: Was it worth his while to argue 
their exclusion, when nobody was so impudent as to assert their 
value? Again, his language is general. He excludes all works 
which stand opposed to faith; but there is as much contrast be- 
tween working and believing, after, as before conversion. Then, 
the illustrations which the Apostle uses, are David and Abra- 
ham, all of whose works he excludes from their justification. 
Surely the Hebrew would not naturally refer to their good 
works, as those of an unsanctified man! In fine, the manner in 
which, in Rom. vi, the Apostle answers the charge of ‘ making 
void the law through faith,’ proves that he meant to exclude 
all works. ‘ 

(c.) Our justification is asserted, in many forms, to be all of 
grace, to exclude boasting, to be by Christ’s righteousness, as 
contrasted with ours. We assert that the freedom of grace, 
and the honour of Christ in our salvation are grievously marred 
by the Popish doctrine. Human merit is foisted in. 

(d.) No holy exercises, nor gracious acts, whatever their 
source, have any relevancy to atone for past guilt. But remiss- 
ion of this is the more essential part of the justification, if 
either is. 

(e.) When once the righteousness of Christ, which, the 
Council of Trent allows to be the meritorious cause for initiat- 
ing a justified state, is applied, we assert that the whole change 
of legal attitude is effected; and nothing remains that can be 
done more. The man “is passed from deata unto life,” and 
hath eternal life,” Jno.v: 24; iii: 36. There is no condem- 
nation to him. Rom. viii: 1. He “hath peace” with God. 
Rom. v: 1. He “is reconciled,” v ; 10, and has acquired a vica- 
rious merit, which a fortiori assures all subsequent gifts of grace 
without any additional purchase. He is adopted. Jno.i: 12. 
In a word, the righteousness imputed being infinite, the justifi- 
cation grounded on it is at once complete, if it exists at all. 

(f.) The Popish idea that justification can be matured and 
carried on by inherent grace is inconsistent with God’s nature 
and law. Suppose the believer reinstated in acceptance, and 
left to continue and complete it by his imperfect graces; why 
should not his first shortcoming hurl him down into a state of 


Another Evasion. 
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condemnation and spiritual death, just as Adam’s first did him ? 
Then his justification would have to be initiated over again. 
The only thing which prevents this, is the perpetual presenta- 
tion of Christ’s merit on the believer's behalf. So that there is 
no room for the deservings of inherent grace. 

The Catechism defines justification as a pardoning of all 

At Ro HY our sins, and an acceptance of usas righteous 
Poch pany ea ca in God’s sight. It is more than remission, 
bestowing also a title to God’s favour, and 
adoption to that grace and glory which would have been won 
had we perfectly kept the Covenant of Works. On the con- 
trary, the Arminian declares justification to be nothing but 
simple forgiveness, asserting that, as absence of life is death, 
cessation of motion is rest, so absence of guilt is justification. 
The Scriptural ground on which they rely is that class of pas- 
sages represented by Rom. iv: 4-8, where Paul defines, for in- 
stance, justification as that pardon of iniquities and covering of 
sin which David sung in Ps. xxxii. See also Acts v: 31; 
Eph.i:7; Rom. v: 16, &c. We reply: We admit that for- 
giveness is the first elemént; and a very important element of 
justification; and that wherever bestowed, it always infallibly 
draws after it the whole act and grace. In passages where it 
was not the immediate scope of the sacred writer, therefore, to 
define the whole extent of justification, what more natural than 
that it should be denominated by this characteristic element, in 
which a guilty conscience will naturally feel itself more immedi- 
ately interested? Surely, if in other places we find the act 
described as containing more, we should complete our defi- 
nition of it, by taking in all the elements which are embraced 
in all the places. We argue, then: 

(a) That the use of the words and their meaning would 
indicate that remission is not the whole idea of justification. 
Surely, to declare righteous is another thing than a mere decla- 
ratio’ of exemption from penalty, even as righteousness is 
another state, than that of mere exemption from suffering. 
This leads us to remark: 

(b) That the law contains atwo-fold sanction. If its terms 

be perfectly kept, the reward will be eternal 
__ Righteousness more life; if they be broken in any respect, the 
| punishment will be death. Pardon alone 
would release from the punishment of its breach, but would not 
entitle to the reward of its performance. In other words, he 
who broke it, and has suffered the penalty, theretore does not 
stand on the same platform with him who has kept it. Sup- 
pose, for instance, I promise to my servants a reward for keep- 
ing my commands, and threaten punishment for breaking them. 
At the end of the appointed time, one of them has kept them, 
and receives the reward. A second one has broken them, and 
is chastised. Suppose this second should then arise and claim 
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his reward also, on the ground that suffering the full penalty of 
the breach was an entire equivalent for perfect obedience ? 
Common sense would pronounce it absurd. Hence, the /\r- 
minian logic, that remission is justification, is seen to be erro- 
neous. Since Christ steps into the sinner’s stead, to fulfil in his 
place the whole Covenant of Works, He must, in order to pro- 
cure to us full salvation, both purchase pardon for guilt, and a 
- positive title to favour and life. The sinner needs both. Ar- 
minians have sometimes argued that the one necessarily implies 
_the latter; because a moral fertium quid is inconceivable ; there 
is no place between heaven and hell to which this person, guilt- 
less and yet not righteous, could be consigned. We reply, the 
two elements are indeed. practically inseparable; but yet they 
are distinguishable. And, while there can be no moral neu- 
trality, yet, in the sense of this argument, guiltlessness is not 
equal to righteousness; e. g., Adam, the moment he entered 
into the Covenant of Works, was guiltless, (and in one sense 
righteous). .God could not justly have visited him with inflic- 
tions, nor taken away from his present natural happiness. But 
did Adam, therefore, have a title to that assured eternal life, in- 
cluding all the blessings of perseverance, infallible rectitude, 
and sustaining grace, which was held out in the Covenant, as 
the reward to be earned by obedience? Surely not. Now this 
is what the sinner needs to make a complete justification— 
what Christ gives therein. The Arminian’s error is betrayed by 
another of his own positions. He insists that the believer’s faith 
is imputed to him for righteousness: i. e., as a putative righteous 
ness graciously accepted for his justification. But he will not 
deny that pardon is for the merit of Christ’s sacrifice. For 
_what justification then is this imputation of faith made? His 
own dogma is only rescued from absurdity, by having in the 
mind that very element of justification which he denies: an 
acceptance or adoption into life which is more than mere 
pardon. . 

(c) To this agree the Scriptures. Zech. iii: 4, 5, justifi- 
cation is not only the stripping off of the 
filthy garment, but the putting on of the fair 
mitre and clean robe. Acts xxvi: 18, faith obtains forgiveness 
of sins, and inheritance among the saints. Rom.v: 1, 2, justifi- 
cation by faith brings us not only peace with God, but access 
to a state of grace, and joy and glory. Gal. iv: 5, Christ’s 
coming under the curse for us, results in a redemption, which 
includes adoption. Jno. i: 12, believing is the immediate instru- 
ment of adoption, &c., &c. 

Second: Those who admit this definition of justification, 
will, of course, admit that the righteousness 
by which the sinner is justified must include 
a full obedience to the preceptive, as well as 
the pénal part of the law. And as that righteousness, (to an- 
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2. Christ’s Active Obe- 
dience Imputed. 
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ticipate a point of future discussion) is Christ’s, hence, the 
merit of His obedience to the precepts, as well as of His y 
atoning sufferings, must be imputed to us for justification. [It 

is common for theologians to say: “both His active and pas- 
sive obedience” are imputed. The phrase is clumsy. In truth, 
Christ’s sufferings contained an active obedience; and it is this 
which made them a righteousness: for mere pain, irrespective 

of the motive of voluntary endurance, is not meritorious. And 
Christ’s obedience to precepts was accompanied with endu- 
rance. | 

(a) All the arguments then, by which the last head was 
supported, also go to prove that both parts 
of Christ’s righteousness are imputed for 
justification, (if either is). He undertook to stand in our law- 
stead; and do for us, what the Covenant of Works demanded 
of us for our eternal life. We have seen that after we sinned, 
it required an obedience penal and preceptive. 

(b) It is most scriptural to suppose that all Christ did as a 
mediatorial person, was for us, and in our stead. Did Christ 
then, obey the preceptive law,.as one of His official functions ? 

The answer is, there was no other reason why He should do it 
—of which more anon. See Matt. iii: 15 ; v: 17. 

(c) In many places, Christ’s bearing the preceptive law is 

clearly implied to be for our redemption. See for instance, Gal. 

iv: 4. By what fair interpretration can it be shown that the 

law under which He was made, to redeem us, included nothing 

but the penal threatenings? ‘To redeem us who were under 

the law.” Were we under no part of it but the threats? See, i 
also, Rom. v: 18, 19, “By the obedience of Christ, many are ~ 
made righteous.” The antithesis and whole context show that W\‘ 
obedience to precepts is meant. Rom. viii: 3, 4. What the 

law failed to do, through our moral impotency, that Christ has 
done for us. What was that? Rather our obedience than our 
suffering. See, also, Heb. x: 5-7. 

In the days of the Reformation, Andr. Osiander vitiated 
the doctrine of justification by urging, that if 
Christ was under a moral obligation to keep 
the preceptive law, (as who can doubt?) then He owed all the fe 
obedience of which He was capable on His own account, and /) Pa 
therefore could not render it as our surety. Hence, he sup-~” © 
posed that the righteousness imputed to us is not that of the 
God-man on earth, but the inherent or natural righteousness of 
the Deity. The Socinians and others have adopted this cavil, 
making it the staple of one of their objections to imputation. 
The answer is threefold. 1st. Christ did, indeed, owe complete 
obedience to law, after assuming His vicarious task. But for 
what purpose was the obligation assumed? For what purpose 
was the very humanity assumed, by which He came under the 
obligation? To redeem man. The argument is, therefore, as 
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preposterous as though, when a surety comes forward, and 
gives his own bond, to release his bankrupt friend, the creditor 
should refuse to cancel the bankrupt man’s bond, saying to the 
surety: “ Now, you owe me the money for yourself, for I hold 
your bond!” The security would speedily raise the questior 
“ What was the value received, for which I, who otherwise ow 
nothing, gave this bond? It was nothing else than the promis: 
release of this bankrupt’s bond.” Thus every lawyer wou: 
scout the argument of the Socinian, as profligate trifling. S$ 
Witsius, bk. ii : chap. 3, § 14, &c.. But second: Christ, as God 
man, was not obliged to render any obedience to the law, 
secure the justification of His own mediatorial person: becaus: 
He was personally accepted and justified from the beginning. 
See Matt. iii: 17; Heb: i: 6. For whom, then, was this obedi- 
ence rendered, if not for His people? And third: The obedi- 
ence, though rendered in the human nature, was the obedience 
of the divine person. That person, as divine, could not be sub- 
ject, on His own personal behalf, to law, being the sovereign 
Hence, it must be. vicarious obedience, and being of infinite 
dignity, is sufficient to justify not one believer only, but all. 

Adoption cannot be said to be a different act or grace from 
justification. Turrettin devotes only a brief 
separate discussion to it, and introduces it 
in the thesis in which he proves that justifi- 
cation is both pardon and acceptance. Owen says that adop- 
tion is but a presentation of the blessings bestowed in justifica- 
tion in new phases and relations. And this is evidently correct; 
because adoption performs the same act for us, in Bible repre- 
sentations, which justification does: translates us from under 
God’s curse into His fatherly favour. Because its instrument 
is the same: faith. Gal. iii : 26, with iv : 6, 7; Titus iii: 7; Heb. 

sme\noai2. find because the meritorious ground of adoption 
is the same with that of justification, viz: the righteousness of 
Christ. .,:ee heb. xti-7 9) Eph. i136 siand<textsiabove...1:° The 
chief doctrinal importance of this idea then is, that we have 
here, the strongest proof of the correctness-of our definition of 
justification, and of the imputed righteousness upon which it is 
based, in the fact that it is both a pardon and an adoption. 

The representation of our adoption given in Scripture, 
with its glorious privileges, is full of consoling and encouraging 
practical instructions. The student may see these well set 
forth in Dick’s 73d Lecture. 


5 WAdoption. 
What? 


LECTURE LUT 


JUSTIFICATION.—Continued. 


SYLLABUS. 


6. State the general argument, (against Moralists, Socinians, Pelagians, &c.,) to 
prove that works cannot justify 
Turrettin, Loc. xvi, Qu. 2. Owen, chs. 10, 14. Dick, Lects. 69, 70. Hill, 
bk, v, ch. 2. Dr. A. Alexander, Tract. 
a How then reconcile James and Paul, Rom., chs. 3, 4; and James, ch. 2? 
Owen, ch. 20. Turrettin, Qu. 8. Dick, Lect. 71. Watson’s Theol Inst., ch. 


235 2 4. 

8. Refute the lower Arminian scheme; that Christ only purchased for us a 
milder law, which accepts penitence and evangelical obedience, instead of perfect 
obedienee. 

Owen, ch. 11. Dick, Lect. 70. Waston’s Theol. Inst., as above, and @ 3 
Witsius, bk. i, ch. 9. \ 

9. State and refute the Wesleyan, (or higher Arminian theory), that faith is im- 
puted as our righteousness. 

Turrettin, Qu. 7, 3 1-14. Owen, ch. 3. Dick, Lect. 71. Watson, Theol. 
Inst:; ch.23,'2 3.°* Hodge, Theol. pit, ch. 173.06. 

to. Complete, then, the argument of our 4th question, by showing what is the 
meritorious ground of justification. 

See Owen. chs. 16,17. Turrettin, Qu. 3, 3 11-21. Hill, Dick, Alexander as 
above. Hodge, as above, 9 4. 


"THE particular phase in which the Romish Church foists 
the merit of works into justification, has been considered 
6. Justification not i discussing its nature. But now that we 
by Works. Evasions approach the subject of its grounds, it is 
of Scripture. necessary that we study the general reasons 
for the exclusion of works, in more comprehensive views. We 
find the Apostle, Rom. iti: 20, declaring: “Therefore, by the 
deeds of the law, there shall no flesh be justified in His sight; 
for by the law is the knowledge of sin.’ 

1. .To this agree the views expressed by all the sacred 
writers of the Old and New Testaments. See Ps. cxxx: 3, 4; 
Ixxi: 16; cxluis 25 Daniax: 18% Job-xle4: ss Phese: mstanees 
are peculiarly instructive, as showing that Paul broaches no new 
doctrine ; and especially as excluding the Romish pretext, that 
only works of the carnal nature are excluded; because the 
- Psalmist and Job are the very men who, in other places, make 
most earnest protestations of. their sincerity and piety. Then 
our Saviour teaches the same doctrine. Luke xvii: 10; xviii: 
14. ee a Epistles likewise.’ GReagné iit 28)" ivi 4a er Ge 
Gak ati 116 phaii : 8,0; Sec) tng 

Zi ise Renkion cannot be by the ! law, “ because by the law is 
the knowledge of sin.” That law which has 
already condemned cannot be the means of 
our acquittal. See Eph. ii: 3. The battle is 
already eet lost, the die cast, and-cast against us on this 
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Becausethe Law 
Convicts. 
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scheme. If itis to be retrieved, some other method must be 
found for doing it. 
3. The law of God is absolute; as the transcript of God’s 
_ moral perfections, and the rule of a perfectly 
ia the Law iS holy God, who cannot favour: any sin, it 
requires a perfect, universal, and perpetual 
obedience during the time of the probation. See Matt. xxii: 
37, 38, &c.; Jamesii: 10; Gal. ii: 10. Every precept applicable 
to our condition must be kept; they must be kept all the time; 
and must all be always kept with perfectly proper motives or 
intentions! There isnot a man upon the earth who, when his 
conscience is convinced of sinby the Holy Ghost, and enlight- 
ened to apprehend the majesty and purity of his Judge, would 
be willing to risk his acquittal on the best act he ever performed 
in his life. But see 1 Jno. iii: 20. 
4. While sincerely good works are an all-important part of 
Because our Only OUr Salvation, they cannot be the ground of 
Works Fruits of Tigi our justification, because they are a result 
fication. thereof, It, is. by coming. into -a, state of 
favour with God, that we acquire from His grace spiritual 
strength to do anything truly good. See Jno. xv: 1-5; Rom. 
V: 1-2; vi: 3, 4,6; Gal. it: 20. All other works which man 
does are carnal, selfish, or slavish, and wholly unmeritorious 
before a perfect God. Hence, it is preposterous to attribute 
to our works any procuring influence as to our justification. 
Indeed, the exclusion of works by Paul is so emphatic, that 
there must be some evasion adopted, to limit 
his meaning in order to leave a loophole for 
doubt. Those evasions we have discussed in 
detail. We would remark generally, in closing this topic, that the 
fair way to judge what Paul meant by “works of law,” is to 
find out what an intelligent Pharisee (he was reared one, and 
was now debating with them), would mean by “the Law,” 
when named without qualification. The answer is plain, the 
Torah, the whole Law of the Pentateuch, moral, civic and cer- 
emonial. And this law was conceived of, not merely as a set 
of carnal ordinances, or dry forms, but as arule spiritually holy 
and wood. see Ps. xia: 75.122. . Norare we to conceive that 
the intelligent Jews thought of an obedience to this law merely 
unspiritual, slavish and carnal. They comprehended such pre- 
cepts as Deut. vi: 4, 5; Ps. li: 6, to be an important part of the 
Law: and the evidence is, in such passages as Mark xii : 28-33; 
ae PO) BOL. his certainly is: the sense in which St. Paul 
employed the phrase, ‘works of the law,’’ when he excludes 
them from justification, in his epistles. wee Rom. iii : 20, with 
Mi Tt i ay 31 SO 
The Scripture which has been nuiced to offer the greatest 
difficulty against Paul’s view, is Jas. 1: 12 
to end. On this it may be remarked, for 


Fair View From 
Apostle’s Point. 


7. James ii: 12-26. 
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introduction : that if there is a real contradiction, both Epistles 
cannot be regarded as canonical; our alternative is to reject 
Paul or James, or else to show their difference only seeming. 
Further: when one writer treats a given topic formally 
and professedly, (as Paul obviously does justification in Rom.), 
and another only incidentally, it is out of all reason to force the 

seeming sense of the latter on the former. ; 
It is well remarked by Owen, that James’ scope is totally 
different from Paul’s. James’ is, to defend 


? Pea ae ay F < 
James’ Scope and justification by faith from an Antinomian 


Lome. preversion. (See ver. 14.)°: Paul's 1s)--to 
prove, against |Legalists, what is the meritorious ground of jus- 
tification. Rom. i: 17: Again: the faith of which James 
speaks, is a dead faith: such a faith as Paul himself would 
judge non-justifying ; that of which Paul speaks, when he makes 
it the sole instrument of justification, is a living faith, infallibly 
productive of good works. Seé Rom. vi. And third: the jus- 
tification of which James speaks, presents a different phase from 


Paul’s, namely: , not God’s secret and sov ereign judicial act, 
transferring the sinner froma state of condemnation at the 
time of his conversion, but that act declaratively manifested at 
any and every subsequent time, especially at the day of judg- 
ment. That a is James’ meaning, is argued by Owen irre- 
fragably from vv. 21-23. The apostle says, Abraham's justifica- 
tion by works, when h »posed to sacrifice Isaac, was a ful- 
filling of that eS pce Wet xv : 6), which says: “He believed 
God, "and it was imputed to him for righteousness.” For that 
justification by faith was notoriously some thirty years before 
the offering of Isaac. The latter transaction must therefore be 
the fulfilling of the former stamement, in the sense that Abra- 
ham’s justification was then not originated, but evinced. See 
close of ver. 23. These three remarks do sufficiently show, 
that James ought not to be held as contradicting Paul, when 
their scope and use of terms are so very different. 
But a juster view of the matter will be gained by connect- 
Work Essential as ing our view of James ii: 14-26, with the 
Sign of Justification, other passages, where a similar, seeming dif- 
Worthless as Cause. ference is presented—e. g., Ps. xv : Tyee 
xxiv? 3) 45° Matt. xxviegs 6" 41 2") Jno. KV 2 Sct ee 
xX: 35; 1 Jno. iii: 7. The amount of all these texts is, that a 
just life is the test of a justified state; and the general remark 
is obviously true, that this is a very different thing from assert- 
ing that the former is the procuring cause of the latter. Fruit 
is the test of healthy life in a fruit tree: not therefore the 
cause of that life. These simple ideas go far to explain the 
seeming contrariety of these texts to former citations. But 
perhaps the application of such an explanation to Jas. ii: 14- 
26, will be attended in the student’s mind, with some difficulty, 
just here. Are we dealing fairly with the text, to suppose that 
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James does indeed use the word justify, a word of meaning so 
exact, definite and thoroughly established in Bible usage, in a 
new sense, without giving us any notice thereof? The exeget- 
ical evidence that he does, is well stated by Owen, (above). And 
the view is greatly strengthened by observing that the differ- 
ence of meaning is in fact not so great. What is the transac- 
tion described, for instance, in Matt. xxv : 34, 35, and how does 
it differ from the act described in Rom. iti: 28? The latter 
describes the sinner’s justification to God; the former the sin- 
ner’s justification to God’s intelligent creatures, (a more correct 
statement than Owen’s, that it describes his justification by 
man). Each is a declaratory and forensic act; but the one is 
secret as yet to God and the justified soul; the other is a pro- 
clamation of the same declaration to other fellow-creatures. 
And it is most proper that the latter should be based on the 
personal possession of a righteous character: in order that the 
universe may see and applaud the correspondence between 
God’s justifying grace and His sanctifying grace; and thus the 
divine holiness may be duly magnified. 

A scheme of justification has been advanced by many of 
the lower Arminians, which is, in its practtcal 
results, not far removed from the Popish. It 
represents that the purpose of Christ’s work 
for man was not to procure a righteousness to be imputed to 
any individual believers ; but to offer to God such a mediatorial 
work, as would procure for believers in general the repeal of 
the old, absolute and unbending law as a rule of justification, 
and the substitution of a milder law, one which demands only 
sincere evangelical obedience. The thing then, which is impu- 
ted for the sinner’s justification, is the whole merit of his sin- 
cere faith, humble penitence, and strivings to do his duty, 
which God is pleased, for Christ’s sake, to accept in lieu of 
a perfect righteousness. These theologians would say, with 
the Romanists, and higher Arminians, that our “faith 
accounted as our righteousness;’’ but they would define 

justifying faith as a seminal principle of good works, and 
inclusive of all the obedience which was to flow from it. 
The point of inosculation of this, and the Popish theory, 
(determining them to. be the same in essential character) 
is here. They both conceive Christ as having procured for 
man (in general) a new probation, evangelical indeed, instead 
of absolute; but in which the sinner still has his own proxi- 
mate merit of justification to work out, by something he does. 
Whereas, the Bible conception is, that the Second Adam per- 
fected, for His people, the line of probation dropped by Adam, 
‘by purchasing for them a title to eternal life, and covering also - 
all guilt of the breaches of the first covenant. The student 
cannot discriminate these two conceptions too carefully. The 
former js “another gospel.” It robs us of the very essence of 


8. Christ did not 
Lower the Law. 
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a salvation by grace. It violates that fundamental principle 
laid down by the Apostle, Rom. xi: 6: that the two plans of 
adoption unto life, the legal and gospel plans, cannot be com- 
bined. The attempt to do so confounds both. In one word: 
since man’s will, in its best estate is, per se, fallible, if the plan 
of our salvation is that of a new probation by obedience, and 
if God’s grace in regeneration and sanctification is only syner- 
gistic, then no believer is ever sure of his redemption. Our 
view of Christ’s substitution under the Covenant of Paradise 
determines our view of justification. Thus: Adam by nature 
was righteous, innocent. and guiltless; but not yet adopted. 
The first covenant was given him, that he might by it earn his 
adoption of life, his elevation from the state of a (holy) servant, 
to that of ason. He failed in the undertaking, and fell, with 
his race, into the state of an enemy, both corrupted and guilty. 
The second Adam steps into the place vacated by the fall of 
the first, takes up the work where he dropped it; and, while He 
makes expiation for the guilt, original and actual  pur- 
chases for all believers a perfect title, not to restoration to 
that mutable state from which Adam fell, but to that state of 
adoption, to which he had aspired. My desire i is, that the stu- 
dent adopt this view as the touchstone of his doctrine. 

I would remark, at the outset, that it comes with a very 
poor grace from these men to object to the imputation of 
Christ’s righteousness to us, because it was not literally and 
personally wrought by us. It seems they consider that it is 
more consistent in God to account a believer’s righteousness to 
him as that which it is not, thus basing his justification on a 
falsehood, than to account the legal benefits of Christ's right- 
eousness to him for what it truly is—i.e., a perfect righteous- 
ness ! 

I refer here to the favourite cavil against imputation ; that 
it dishonours God, by representing Him as basing His judgment 
on a legal fiction. But» I. retort with the question: Which. is 
more a legal fiction; the Arminian scheme, which makes God 
pauGee a partial righteousness a complete one, per accepiilari- 
onem ,; or ours, which represents Him as admitting an peste 1- 
ate substitution, by which a perfect righteousness is render: 
in the sinner’s stead, and the law gloriously satisfied? The 
‘is, in fact, no legal fiction in this whatever; unless men meat 
to denounce the Scriptural doctrine of substitution. God's 
judgment does not assert the perfect righteousness as done b\ 
the believer; which it was not; but as done for the believer ; 
which it was. I explained the true nature of “ satisfaction,” by 
the parable of the landlord and his bankrupt tenant. The 
bankrupt’s brother, who is his surety, is a competent and faith- 
ful carpenter. As the landlord is building extensively, the 
surety proposes to pay the whole debt in faithful labour, at so 
much per diem, the fair market price of such labour. -When 
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that labour is all rendered, where is the legal fiction in the crec- 
itor’s giving receipt in full? But had the surety proposed tha‘ 
he should receive receipt in full for some half-worthless script 
belonging to his bankrupt brother, this would have been a legal 
fiction indeed ! 

Against this form of the Arminian scheme, I present the 
following : 

1. The source and basis of God’s moral law is His own 
moral character; which is necessary and 
immutable. Supposing creatures to exist, 
there are certain relations between them and 
God, which cannot be other than they are, God continuing 
what He is. Among these must obviously be the essential 
moral relations of the law. These flow, not from any positive 
institution of God alone, but also from the very relations of 
creatures and the attributes of God. And if any moral rela- 
tions are necessary, the requirement of a universal obedien: 
is clearly so; because our Saviour represents the obligation 
love God with all the mind, soul, heart, and strength, and 
neighbor as ourself, as the very essence of that law. Hence 
the idea that God can substitute an imperfect law for one per- 
fect, is a derogation to His perfection. Either the fori 
standard required more than was right, or the new one requi: 
less than is right; and in either case God would be unright- 
eous. That Christ should perform all His work as an induce- 
ment to His father to perpetrate such unrighteousness, would be 
derogatory to Him. Hence, we find that He expressly repudi- 
ates such a design. Matt.v:17. And here we may add, that 
the Bible nowhere indicates such a relaxation of the believer’s 
law of living. - David, a justified person, represents the rule by 
which he regulated himself, as “ perfect,” “ pure,’ and “ right,” 
and e“wennwaishteous, 24. Ps.mix4.7)/8%- xix: 140; Jas. i: 25:5 
li: 10. Everywhere, the law which we are still required to 
obey, is the same law which, by its perfectness, condemned us. 
Practically, the allowance of an imperfect standard of obedi- 
ence would: be ruinous; because man ever falls below his 
standard. 

It is objected again: God has changed His law, substi- 

Pcie See tuting certain ae ks and easier precepts, in 
of Law Explained. place of old ones; as in abrogating the bur- 
densome ritual of Moses, and giving in its 

place the easy yoke of the New Testament ceremonial. We 
reply: those were only positive, not eternal and natural pre- 


Proofs. 1. The Law 
Unchangeable as God. 


cepts of morality; the obligation to keep them only arose from 


God’s command to do so; and hence, when the command was 
retracted, there was no longer any sin in their omission. To 
retract such commands is far different from making that no 
longer sin, which is in its nature sin. Again, it has been 
objected, that God’s permission has been given, in some Cases, 
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to do what, without such permission, would have been, in its 
nature sin; as when Abraham was directed to slay Isaac, and 
and Israel the Canaanites.. It seems to me surprising that these 
cases should be advanced with any confidence in this argu- 
ment, or that they should be supposed by any to prove that 
the intrinsic relations of morality are alterable by God's 
mere positive precepts; or that so acute a writer as Mansel, in 
his “ Limits of Religious ‘Thought,” should feel occasion to 
take refuge from the exigencies of the case, in the inability of 
human reason to conceive the infinite and absolute Being fully. 
The truth is, that in those cases there is no alteration whatever 
of any principle of natural morality, by which God has ‘ever 
regulated Himself, or His human subjects. It always has been 
right for God to slay any of His rebel creatures, whom He 
pleases; He kills some thirty millions of them each year, by 
various means. And whenever God appoints man to slay it is 
no sin for him to do so, be it in the case of magistrates, seli- 
defence, or defensive war. So that God’s appointment of a 
man to take a given life renders it perfectly moral to take it. 
An instance of such an appointment is therefore no instance at 
all, of a conversion of what is naturally sinful into right. As 
fairly might one say, that when the master tells his servants 
that the unauthorized use of his substance is theft, and after- 
wards directs one of them to take and consume some fruit of 
his field, he has undertaken to alter the fundamental relations 
of -merality! We repeat: there -isjsand canbe, no casejain 
which God has made that which is naturally wrong to be right. 

2. Scripture represents the Bible saints as repudiating all 

their own works, even while they protest 
P their affectionate sincerity in them. See 

Job xl: 4, &c. Moreover, their consciences 
rebuke them for every shortcoming from perfect love and holi- 
ness. Surely that which cannot justify us to our own con- 
sciences, will hardly answer with God! ‘We appeal’ to each 
man’s conscience : when it is enlightened by the Holy Ghost, 
does not it bear out this experience of Bible saints ? 

3. By such a scheme of justification Christ’s work, instead 
of resulting in a complete harmonizing of 
God’s absolute holiness and perfect Law, in 
the sinner’s acceptance, would leave the law 
forever ruptured and dislocated. We are taught in Scripture 
that Christ was to “ magnify the Law, and make it honourable ;”’ 
“that mercy and truth were to meet together, and righteous- 
ness and peace kiss each other”; that He “‘ came not to destroy 
the Law, but to fulfill.” Now, if He has procured the abroga- 
‘tion of that perfect law, during each believer's Christian life, 
there is a demand of the law which remains unmet; and that 
forever. The doctrine makes a piece of patchwork: men do 
not sew new cloth on an old garment. 


Saints Strive to Kee 
the Perfect Law. 


The Law Would 
Not be Magnified. 
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We conclude then, that the two methods of obtaining an 
adoption of life cannot be compounded; that, namely, by a pro- 
bation of works; and that by gospel grace. The adoption of 
the one must exclude the other. This conclusion raises at 
once the question ; Has not the Covenant of Works, then, been 
abrogated? To this many of the Reformed reply: Yes: and 
they refer us, for proof, to such passages as Heb. viii: 13. 
Arminius also asserted an abrogation of the legal covenant 
with Adam, but it was in a far different sense, and for a different 
scope from those of the Reformed. Hence has arisen confusion 
and intermingling of views, which calls for careful disentangle- 
ment. Arminius claims that the legal covenant was wholly 
abrogated at Adam’s fall; because first, the promise of life 
through that covenant was then revoked, and vhere there is no 
compact there can be no obligation ; because second, man 
could not be justly bound to obedience in a state of orphanage 
where God neither promised nor bestowed the gracious help 
essential to enable him to a truegand hearty service; and 
because, third: it would be doroaiiee to God’s wisdom, holi- 
ness and majesty, to practice such & farce as calling the 
depraved creature toa service of holy and entire love; the only 
one a spiritual God can condescend to accept. The use which 
his party designed to make of their conclusion, was this: In 
order that fallen man may be justly brought again under obli- 
gation to obey, the law of a newgcovenant must be enacted for 
him, to which his impaired powers may be adequate, and. the 
imposition of which must be accompanied by the enabling helps 
of common grace. Thus he sought to prepare the way for the 
“theory of justification which we have been discussing under our 
eighth head. 

Now, the Reformed divines of Holland easily refuted this 
kind of abrogation of the legal covenant by such facts as these. 
Man’s obligation to obey never was founded merely in covenant 
between him and his Maker. It is founded immutably in the 
nature of God, and of His rational creature, and in their natural 
relation as Master and servant. The covenant only added a re- 
inforcement to that original obligation. Supposing the cove- 
nant completely abrogated, the original kond of duty would 
remain. Second: The inability of will, into which the race has 
fallen, is self-induced, and is itself criminal. Hence it does not 
at all relieve man of his just obligation. Third: It is one thing 
to say, it would be derogatory to God to allow Himself to be 
cheated bya heartless and hostile service from corrupt man ; 
but wholly another thing to say, as Arminius does, that man’s 
criminal and voluntary hostility has stripped God of the proper 
right to demand of him the hearty and loving service naturally 
due. And the whole argument of Arminius is shown to be pre- 
posterous, by this result: That it makes the sinner gain eman- 
cipation from righteous obligation, by sinning. There is no 
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principle of law clearer than this; that no man is entitled to 
plead his own wrong-doing. Posit the conclusion of Arminius; 
and it wul be only necessary for every creature in the universe 
to make himself vile, in order to strip God of His whole right 
of rule. That is, the servant’s wrong may dethrone his rightful 
Lord! Once more: ‘ where there is no law, there is no trans- 
gression.” After obligation has ceased, of course, there is no 
more sin or guilt,and oughtto benomore punishment. Thus we 
should reach this amazing result: Only let the creature make 
Himself wicked enough; and God will no longer have a right 
to punish him for hisnew wickedness. | 

The abrogation of the legal covenant in that sense, 
then, is absurd and unscriptural; and the student is placed at 
the proper point of view for appreciating the arguments by 
which we have above refuted that scheme of justification. 

_ To what extent, then, does the consistent Reformed thelo- 
gian hold the old covenant to be abrogated? The answer may 
be given by a series of prgpositions, which will commend them- 
selves to belief by their ere statement. The Ruler’s claims 
to obedience are not abrogated by the subjects’ falling by trans- 
gression, under penal relations to Him: So, all moralists and 
jurists hold, of all governments. God’s law being the immuta- 
ble expression of His own perfections, and the créature’s obli- 
gation to obey being grounded in his nature and relation to 
God, it is impossible that any change of the legal status under 
any covenant imaginable, legal or gracious, should abrogate the 
authority of the law asa rule of acting for us. Third: It re- 
mains true, under all dispensations, that the ‘wages of sin is 
death.” Fourth: It remains forever true, that a perfect obedi- 
ence is requisite to purchase eternal life. And sucha compli- 
ance is rendered to the covenant of works for our justification, 
namely, by our Surety. Let us then beware how we speak of 
the covenant of works as in every sense abrogated ; for it is 
under that very covenant that the second Adam has acted, in 
purchasing our redemption. That is the covenant which He 
actually fulfills, for us. Again, it is that covenant under which 
the sinner out of Christ now dies, just as the first sinner was 
condemned under it, The law is still in force, then, in three re- 
spects: as the dispensation under which our Substitute acts for 
us: as the rule of our ownobedience; and as the rule by which 
transgressors dying out of Christ are condemned. Some, even, 
of the Reformed, have been so incautious as to conclude, that 
by the rule that ‘a compact broken on one side, is broken for 
both sides,” transgression abrogates the legal covenant wholly, 
as soon as it is committed. One plain question exposes this: 
By what authority, then, does the Ruler punish the transgressor 
after the law is broken? If, for instance, a murder abrogated 
the legal covenant between the murderer and the common- 
wealth, from the hour it was committed, I presume that he would 
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be exceedingly mystified to know under what law he was goine 
to be hung! The obvious statement is this: The transgressio: 
has indeed terminated the sinner’s right to the sanction 
reward; but it has not terminated his obligation to obey, nor i 
the penal sanction. . 

This last remark shows us, in what sense the covenant « 
works was abrogated when Adam fell—and this is obviously the 
sense of Paul. The proposal of life by the law is at an end fo: 
the fallen; they have forever disabled themselves for acquiring 
under that law, the sanction of reward, by their own works. 
Hence, God, in His mercy, withdraws that covenant so far as i 
is a dispensation for that result; and He substitutes for all who 
are in Christ, the covenant of grace. Compare Gal. v: 3; iii 
10; Matt: v: 18; Rom. vi: 14, 15. 

The Wesleyan divines, while they disclaim and argu 
against theian nputation of Christ's righteous- 
ness, also discard the scheme we have jus 
cgnsidered. They say that faith is imputed as the believer's 
justifying righteousness. Justifica ln is, with them, simp! 
pardon. They define faith properly as a simply recei 
ing and resting upon Christ for salvation, and~they ea 
‘nestly disclaim the Socinian confusion adopted by~so mar 
of the Continental Arminians, which includes in the justify. 
ing power of faith the evangelical obedience of which it is ope: 
ative. If asked whether Christ gas not made satisfaction fi 
sin, they fully assent, and they say in many forms, that pardo 
is “ through His blood,” “in His name” and “for His sake alone.’ 
If we ask, “ How is it then, that an act whose organic virtue in 
the matter of our justification is a simple receptivity, an act 
which brings nothing to satisfy the claims of law, but onl: 
receives, can be accounted to us as a substitute fora ‘whole ita 
complete righteousness?”’ They reply that this is the gracious 
effect of Christ’s sacrifice ; this is what His precious blood pro- 
cures for us; and this is the sense in which pardon is of free 
grace. Thus they suppose they escape the “absurdities of 
imputation,’ and still exalt the absolute freeness of Gospel 
redemption. 

In this view, the doctrine is open to all the objections 

Petit ease ti urged against the one just refuted above, and 
Work. in greater force; for it represents God’s 

imputation as a most glaring violation of 
truth, in accounting not the imperfect duties of a Christian life, 
but one imperfect act as a complete obedience! And while it 
seems to repudiate works, and establish faith, it really foists in 
again the doctrine of human merit and works; for faith is also 
an act, an act of obedience to law. (Jno. vi: 29; 1 Jno. ti: 
23), and if rendered asa matter of righteousness before God, or, 
indeed, for anything except the mere instrument of accepting 
Christ, itis a work. But faith and work should be opposed. 


g. Wesleyan View. 
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Again: the idea that faith is accounted to us as our justi- 
fying righteousness, contradicts, in two ways, 
that nature which Scripture attributes to it. 
It is said in many places, that righteousness 
is by faith, (Rom. i: 17, etc., etc). Now, then, it cannot be 
identical with it. Moreover, faith is defined as an act purely 
receptive, and receptive of Christ our righteousness. Jno. i: 
12. Now, thatit should be a righteousness when its very nature 
is to embrace a righteousness, is as contradictory, as that the 
beggar's confessions of destitution can constitute a price to pur- 
chase relief. 

And last: the whole question is decisively settled against 
oe) this theory, as well as against the Popish, 
The Righteousness Im- : in 
puted God's, and all other false ones, which make th« 

procuring cause of our justification to b< 
either in whole or in part, anything wrought by us, or eae 

in us, in all those passages which declare that we are jus’ 
fied on account of God's righteousness, and sometimes it is Sie : 

righteousness as contra with ours. See Rom. i: 173 11 
22; Phil. ii: 9. How can these expressions be evaded? The 
righteousness by which we are justified is not ours, but God's 
—therefore not constituted of any acts or graces of ours. 
But, says the Arminian, it is vain to speculate against the 
express words of Scripture ; and here we have 

Wesleyan Proof- .; : ‘ube ANS 

tices (eaieichasal it, four timgs over, Gen. xv: 6; Rom. iv.; 2 
5, 22,24. We reply that they clearly over- 
strain and force the text. It is true, that in Gen. xv: 6, the 
construction is, “‘His faith was accounted righteousness (no 
ee ea Now, suppose that in the other three cases in the 
New Testament, the construction were even as difficult as they 
suppose in this: would not a fair criticism say, that these some- 
what peculiar statements should not be strained into a sense 
contradictory to the current of plainer expressions elsewhere, 
which always say we obtain righteousness by our faith! And 
as Calvin well argues, on Gen. xv: 6, when the very context 
clearly shows that the whole amount of Abraham’s faith in this 
case was to embrace a set of promises tendered to him, since 
it did not bring anything on its‘own part to the transaction, but 
merely received what God brought, in His promise; the sense 
must not and cannot be strained to make the receptive act the 
meritorious cause of the bestowal which itself merely accepted. 
There is obviously just such an embracing of the result in the 
instrument, as occurs in Jno. xii: 50; xvii: 3. But our caseis 
far stronger than even this. The Septuagint and Paul, an 
inspired interpreter, uniformely give the sense, mazes loyiterae 
etc Ocxacoouvyy. This all these Arminian interpreters, with a 
perverse inattention or ignorance, persist in translating “faith is 
accounted as righteousness ;”’ the English ones being probably 
misled by the occasional use of our preposition, ‘for’ in the 


Faith only Re- 
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sense of our “as” (e. g., “I reckon him for a valuable citizen).” 
But the Greek preposition, ec, with the accusative, rarely carries 
that sense. See one instance, Rom.ix: 8; and its obvious 
force in this passage is, that of designed results. “ His‘ faith 
is imputed in order to the attaining of righteousness’’—i. e., 
Christ’s. This gives faith its proper instrumental office. Com- 
pare Rom. x: 10.  /hozeverae es dexacoovyyy, Consult Harrison’s 
Greek Prep., and cases, p. 226. Our argument for the Apos- 
tle’s construction is greatly strengthened by observing that the 
Hebrew Syntax (see Nordheimer), expressly recognizes the 
construction of a noun objective after a verb, to express this very 
sense of intended result. 

In conclusion of this head, the Scriptures clearly assign 

MiLRieeetimeot. that. olice,. On the mmrelc, to. faith: Pins 
Scripture Prove Faith appears, first, from its nature, as receptive of 
Instrumental, ."—~" ‘a promise. “The matter embraced:-must. of 
course be contributed by the promiser. The act of the receive: 
is not procuring, but only instrumental. Second: all the locu- 
tfons in which faith is connected with justification express, the 
instrumental idea by their fair grammatical force. Thus, the 
current expressions are justified xéore: (Ablative), ‘dea martews, 
éx mtatsewe. Never once are we said to be justified dea@ atocey ; 
the construction which is commonly used to express the rela- 
tion of Christ’s righteousness, or blood, to our justification. 

We have now passed in review all the prominent theories 

10" Proof of the Which deny the truth. By precluding one, 
Doctrine from Scrip- and then another, we have shut the inquirer 
pubes up to the Bible doctrine, that the sinner is 
justified “ only for the righteousness of Christ imputed to us.” 
The remaining affirmative argument for this proposition is there- 
fore very short-and simple; it will consist in a grouping 
together of the Bible statements ; so classified as to exhibit the 
multitude of proof-texts by a few representatives: 

1. Our justification is gratuitous. Rom iti:24; Eph. ii: 5; 
Pilih sy, Beaks , . 

2, Christ is-our Surety... Heb. vit: a2: and.aer: sins are 
imputed to Him, that His righteousness may be imputed to us. 
loa and Lis 2 kor. V4 21; 1 Pet cmnena, 

3. He is our propitiation. Rom. ili: 25; 1 Jno. ii: 2. 

4. We are justified through Christ, or for His name, or His 
sake, or by His blood. Acts x :43; xii: 38, 39; Eph.i: 7: 
Minter Mio. t [nocd : Ie. 

5. Christ is called ‘our righteousness.” Jer. xxxiii: 6; 
L Coty 1: 26; Rom.x : 4. 

6. We are justified by His obedience, or righteousness. 
Rom. v: 18, Ig. 

7. The righteousness that justifies us is God’s and Christ's, 
as opposed to ours. Rom. 1:17; ii: 22; Phil. iii: 9. 

Let the student weigh these and such like texts, and he will 
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see accumulative proof of the proposition. In fine; no other 
construction. of the facts coheres with the doctrine of Christ’s 
substitution. Let but the simple ideas, in which all evangelical 


Christians concur, be weighed; that Christ acted as our surety; — 


that His mediatorial actions were vicarious; that we are justified 
in Him and for their sake; and we shall see that the doctrine 
of our catechism is the fair and obvious result. What do men 
mean by a substitute or vicar? That the acts which he does as 
such ase accounted, as to their legal effect, as the acts of his 
principal. 


LECTURE LIV. 
JUSTIFICATION.—Concluded. 


SYLLABUS. 


11. Define and prove the Imputation. of Christ’s righteousness, and answer 
objections. Compare Adam’s pete Rom. v. 
See Turrettin. Loc. xvi, Qu. 3. .Owen-on Justif., chs. 7,8. 10. Dick, Lect. 
70. Ipt.Ae Alexander, Tract. Dr. Wm. Cunningham, Hist. Theol. ch. 21, ¢ 3. 
Watson’s Theol, Inst., ch. 23. 
127s Justification a‘single, complete, and eagaie Act? How related to after 
sins, atid to the general Judgment ? ? 
* Turrettin, Qu.o, 10. Owen, ch. 6. Hill, bk. v, ch. 2. Knapp, 3113. Dr. 
Cunningham, as above, 390. Turrettin, Ou, 6 
pacers Faith the ae instrumental condition of Fekcotea or also Repentance ? ? 
Sartor, Qu. 7, 8. Owen, ch.-2, 3. Breckinridge, ‘Theol. Subjective, bk. i, 
ch. 4. Thornwell’s Collected Works, Vol. 11, pp. 37-40. Dick, Lect., 71. 
14. How are. Justification and Sanctification distinguished! Are they insepar- 
able? Why then discriminate: ? 
Turrettin, Loc. xviiyQu. ¥. Dick, Lect., 71... Hill, bk. v, ch. 3. 
a 15. WwW hat the proper Place and Importance of Good Works, in the Believer’s 
alvation ? 


‘Turrettin, Loc. xvii. Se ge), Dick, hecte7i. Fi as above. Knapp, ¢ 
116, 117. 
16. ‘ May we then sin, because we are not under the Law, but under 


iT? 
5 eee Br Eth: Witherspoon on Justification. Southern Review, (edited by Bledsoe) 
Art.1, April, 1874. Owen, ch. 19. Turrettin, Loc. xvii, Qu.1. Dick, Lect. 

72. ‘Watson, ch. 23. 3 3: 

UR last attempt was to prove that the meritorious cause of 

the believer's justification is the righteousness of Christ. 
But how comes it that this righteousness 
! avails for us, or that its justifying efficacy is 
made ours? The answer to this question leads us to the doc- 
trine of imputation. The Catechism says that Christ’s righteous- 
ness is imputed to us. This Latin word, to reckon or account 
to any one, is sometimes employed inthe English Scriptures as 
the translation of Jw, AoytCovae, eddoyéw, and correctly. Of 


11. Imputation. 


the former we have instances’ in Gen. xv: 6; xxxviii: 15; 2 
Sam. xix: 19; of the next in Mark xv: 28; Rom. ii: 26; .4v 75, 
Sc. ; Gal: iti: 6, &c.; and of the last, in Rom.v: i be Philem. 18, 
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It is evident that sometimes the thing imputed is what is 
actually done by, or belongs personally to, 

comimel. Owen the person to whom itis reckoned, or set 
over. (This is what Turrettin calls imputa- 

tion loosely so called). Sometimes the thing imputed belonged 
to, or was done by another, asin Philem. 18; Rom. iv: 6. This 
is the imputation which takes place in the sinner’s justification. 
It may be said, without affecting excessive subtlety of definition, 
that by imputation of Christ’s righteousness, we only mean that 
Christ’s righteousness is so accounted, to the sinner, as that he 
receives thereupon the legal consequences to which it entitles. 
In accordance with 2 Cor. v : 21, as well as with the dictates of 
sound reason, we regard it as the exact counterpart of the im- 
putation of our sins tg Christ. Owen does, indeed, deny this: 
asserting that the latter only produced.a temporary change in 
Christ’s legal state, and that He was able speedily to extinguish 
the claims of law against our guilt, and return to His glory ; 
while the former so imputes His very righteousness as to make 
a final and everlasting change in our legal relations. We reply: 
the difference is not in the kind of imputation, but in the per- 
sons. The mediatorial Person was so divine and infinite; that 
temporary sufferings and obedience met and extinguished all 
the legal claims upon Him. Again: Owen pleads that we 
must suppose .Christ’s very righteousness, imputed to us, in 
another sense than our sins are to Him; because, to talk of 
imputing to us the legal consequences of His righteousness, 
such as pardon, &c., is nonsensical, pardon being the result of 
the imputation. But would not the same reasoning prove as 
well, that not only our guilt, but our very sinfulness must have 
been imputed to Christ; because it is nonsensical to talk of 
imputing condemnation! The truth is, the thing set over to our 
account, in the former case, is in strictness of speech, the title 
to the consequences of pardon and acceptance, founded on 
Christ’s righteousness, as in the latter.case it was the guilt of 
our sins—i. e., the obligation to punishment: founded on our 
sinfulness. All are agreed that, when ‘the. Bible says, “the 
iniquity of us all was laid on Christ,’ or that “ He bare our 
sins,’ or ‘was made sin for us,” it is only our guilt and not our 
moral attribute of sinfulness which was imputed., So it seems 
to me far more reasonable and scriptural to suppose that, in the 
imputation of Christ’s. righteousness, it 1s not the attribute of 
righteousness in Christ which is imputgd, but: that which is the 
exact counterpart of guilt—the title to, acquittal. Owen, in 
proceeding to argue against objections, strongly states that impu- 
tation does not make the sinner personally and actually right- 
eous with Christ's righteousness as a quality. We should like, 
then, to icffow what he means, when saying that this righteous- 
ness is really and truly imputed to us in amore literal sense 
than our sins were to Christ. A middle ground isto me invisible. 

4i* 
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The basis on which this imputation proceeds, is our union 
: to Christ. There is, first, our natural union 
Basis of Justifica- wt gis . é 

hay constituting Him a member of our race; a 

man as truly as we are men. But this, 

though an essential prerequisite, is not by itself enough ; for if 

so, mere humanity would constitute every sinner a sharer in 

His righteousness. There must be added our mystical union, 

in which a legal and spiritual connection are established by 

God’s sovereign dispensation, making Him our legal and our 
spiritual Head. Thus imputation becomes proper. 

When we attempt to prove this imputation, we are met 

rete Maxie eeaes with the assertion, by Arminians and theo- 
pea logians of the New England School, that 
there is no instance in the whole Bible of 
anything imputed, except that which the man personally does 
or possesses himself; so that there is no Scriptural warrant for 
this idéa of transference of righteousness as to its legal con- 
sequences. We point, in reply, to Philem. 18, and to Rom. 
iv: 6. If God imputeth to a man righteousness without works, 
and his faith cannot literally be this imputed righteousness, as 
we have abundantly proved, we should like to know where that 
imputed righteousness comes from. Certainly it cannot come 
personally from the sinner who is without works. The whole 
context shows that it is Christ’s. But how sorry an artifice is it 
to seize on the circumstancés that the word doy:fecdae happens 
not to be immediately connected with Christ’s name in the same 
sentence, when the idea is set forth in so many phrases? More- 
over, as Turrettin remarks, every case of pardoned guilt is a 
case (see 2 Sam. xix: 19), of this kind of imputation : for some- 
thing is reckoned to the sinner —i. e., legal innocency, or title 
to immunity, which is not personally his own. 

The direct arguments for the imputation of Christ’s right- 
eousness are: Ist. The counterpart imputa- 
tion of our guilt to Him. (Proved by Is. 
litt + 5, 6125 Heb. ixi 28s 1 Pettinger) tererrtne pene: 
ples involved are so obviously the same, and the one transaction 
so obviously the procurer of the other, that none who admit a 
proper imputation of human guilt to Christ, will readily deny 
an imputation of His righteousness. to man. Indeed both are 
conclusively stated in 2 Cor.v:21. The old Reformed expo- 
sition of this important passage, by some of our divines, was to 
read, ‘‘ Christ was mada,a sin-offering for us.” The objection 
is: that by this view no counterpart is presented in the counter- 
part proposition: “we-are made the righteousness of God in 
Him.” Itis obvious that St. Paul uses the abstract for the con- 
crete. Christ was made a sinner for us, that we might be made 
righteous persons in Him. The senses of the two members of 
the parallelism must correspond. There is no other tenable 
sense than. this obvious one — that our guilt (obligation to pen- 


Proofs, Farther. 
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alty) was imputed to Christ, that His righteousness (title to 
reward) might be imputed to us. 2d. Christ is said to be our 
righteousness. © Jer. xxiii :65; a ‘Cot..i: 30, &c., expressions 
. which can only be honestly received, by admitting the idea of 
imputation. 3d. By “His obedience many are constituted 
righteous ;” (xataotaycovrat), Here is imputation. So we 
might go through most of the passages cited to prove that we 
are justified on account of Christ’s righteousness, and show 
that they all involve the idea of imputation. Indeed, how else 
can the legal consequences of His righteousness become ours? 
To see the force of all these, we have only to remember that all 
who deny imputation, also deny that Christ’s righteousness is 
the sole meritorious ground, thus plainly implying that the latter 
necessarily involves the former. 4th. Imputation of Christ’s 
righteousness to us is argued by Paul in Rom v, from imputa- 
‘tion of Adam’s sin to us. 

Objections have been strenuously urged against this doc- 
trine, of which the most grave is that it encour- 
ages licentiousness of living. This will be 
separatly considered under § xv. It hasagain been urged that 
it is impious, in representing Christ as personally the worst 
Being in the universe as bearing all the sins of all believers; 
and false to fact, in representing His act in assuming our law 
place as the act which drew down God’s wrath on Him; 
whereas it was an act of lovely benevolence, according to the 
Calvinistic view of it; and also false, as representing the sinner 
as personally holy at the very time his contrition avows him 
to be vilest. The answer is, that all these objections mistake 
the nature of imputation, which is not a transfer of moral char- 
acter, but of legal relation. And Christ’s act in taking our law 
place was a lovely act. In strictness of speech, it was not this 
act which drew down His Father’s wrath, (but His love—Jno. 
x:17), but the guilt soassumed. For the discussion of more 
subtile objection, that guilt must be as untransferable as personal 
demerit, because it is‘the consequence of demerit alone,—see 
Lect. xliv. 

The important ACIS has already been stated, that jus- 
tification must be as complete as its merito- 
rious ground. Since faith is only the instru- 
ment of its reception, the comparative weak- 
ness or strength of faith will not determine any degrees of justi- 
fication in different Christians. Feebl# faith which is living truly 
leads to Christ, and Christ is our righteousness alone. Our 
justifying righteousness is in Christ.’ The office of faith, is 
simply to be the instrument for instituting the union of the 
believing goul to Him; so that it may “receive of His fullness 
grace for grace’’ Suppose in men’s bodies a mortal disease, of 
which the perfect cure was a shock of electricity, received from 
some exhaustless “ receiver,’ by contact. One man discover- 
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ing his mortal taint, but yet a little enfeebled, rushes to the 
electrical receiver and claps his hand swiftly upon it, with all the 
force of a violent blow. He receives his shock, and is saved. 
Another, almost fainting, can only creep along the floor with. 
the greatest difficulty, and has barely strength to raise his lan- 
guid hand and lay it on the “receiver.” He also derives the 
same shock, and the same healing. The power is in the elec- 
tricity, not in the impact of the two hands. Hence, also, it will 
follow that justification is an instantaneous act, making at once 
a complete change of legal condition. See Rom. iii: 22; Jno. 
i: 363 \v:24 pRom:iviilt 1, 32and 344 Coll nto, 10> Hebe ia. 
Micah. vii: 19; Jer.i:20; Ps. citi: 12, &c. And this legal com- 
pleteness, it is too evident to need proof, begins when the 
sinner believes, and at no other time. 

But here two distinctions must be taken—one between the 
completeness of title, and completeness of 
possession as to the benefits of our justifica- 
tion; the other between our justification in 
God’s breast, and our own sense and consciousness thereof. 
On the latter distinction, we may remark: as our faith 
strengthens, so will the strength of our apprehension of a justi- 
fied state grow withit. The former also may, to some extent, 
be affected by the increase of our faith, God may make that 
increase the occasion of manifesting to the soul larger measures 
of favour and grace. But the soul is not one whit more God’s 
accepted child then, than when it first believed. We have seen 
that the thing which, strictly speaking, is imputed, is the title 
to all the legal consequences of Christ’s righteousness—i. e , 
title to pardon and everlasting adoption, with all the included 
graces. Now, the acknowledged and legitimate son of a king 
iS a prince, though an infant. His status and inheritance are 
royal, and sure; though he be for a time under tutors and gov- 
ernors, and though he may gradually be put into possession of 
one and another, of his privileges, till his complete majoritv. 
So the gradual possession of the benefits of justification does 
not imply that our acquisition of the title is gradual. 

These views may assist us in the intricate subject of the 
relation which justification bears to the 
believer's future sins. On the one hand these 
things are evident; that there is not a man ° 
on the earth who does not offend, (Jas. iii: 2), that sin must 
always be sin in its natuse, and as such, abhorrent to God, by 
whomsoever committed; and even more abhorrent in a believer, © 
because committed against greater obligations and vows; and 
that sins committed after justification need expiation, just as 
truly as those before. On the other hand, the proofs above 
given clearly show, that the justified believer does not pass 
again under condemnation when betrayed into sin. Faith is the 
instrument for continuing, as it was for originating our justified 


But Sense and Fruits 
of it may Grow. 


Does. Justification 
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state. This is clear from Rom. xi: 20; Heb. x: 38, as well as 
from the experience of all believers, who universally apply 
afresh to Christ for cleansing, when their consciences are 
oppressed with new sin. In strictness of speech, a man’s sin 
must be forgiven after it is committed. Nothing can have a 
relation before it has existence, so that it is illogical to speak of 
sin as pardoned before it is committed. How, then, stands the 
sinning believer, between the time of a new sin and his new 
application to Christ's cleansing blood? We reply: Justifica- 
tion is the act of an immutable God, determining not to impute 
sin, through the believer's faith. This faith, though not in 
instant exercise at every moment, is an undying principle in the 
believer's heart, being rendered indefectible only by God’s 
purpose of grace, and the indwelling of the Holy Ghost. So 
God determines, when the believer sins, not to impute guilt for 
Christ’s sake, which determination also implies this other, to 
secure in the believer's heart, the unfailing actings of faith and re- 
pentance, astoallknownsin. So that his justification from future 
sins is not so much a pardoning of them before they are commit- 
ted, as an unfailing provision by God both of the meritorious 
and instrumental causes of their pardon, as they are committed. 

There are two qualified senses, in which we are said to be 
justified at the judgment-day. See Acts iii: 
19-21; Matt. xii: 36, 37. Indeed, a forensic 
act is implied somehow in the very notion of 
ajudgment-day. First: Then, at length, the benefits of the 
believer's justification in Christ will be fully conferred, and he 
will, by the resurrection, be put into possession of the last of 
them, the redemption of his body. Second: There will bea 
declaration of the sentence of justification passed when each 
believer believed, which God will publish to His assembled 
creatures, for His declarative glory, and for their instruction. 
See Malachi iii: 17,18. This last declarative justification will 
be grounded on believers’ works, (Matt. xxv), and not on their 

faith, necessarily; because it will be addressed to the fellow- 
sreatures of the saints, who cannot read the heart, and can 
only know the existence of faith by the fruits. 

That faith alone is the instrument of ticatiog, is 
asserted by the Catechism, que. 33. The 
proof is two-fold: First. That this is the 
only act of the soul which, in its character, 
is receptive of Christ’s righteousness. Repentance and other 
graces are essential, and have their all important relations to 
other parts of our salvation ; but faith alone is the embracing 
act, and this alone is the act which contributes nothing, which 
looks wholly out of self for its object and its efficacy, and thus 
is compatible with a righteousness without works. Second. 
All the benefits we receive in Christ are suspended on our 
union with Him. It is because we are united, and when we 
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are united to Him, that we become interested in His blood and 
righteousness, and in His sanctifying Spirit. But, as we have 
seen, faith is the instrumental bond of that union. Hence it 
follows, that our standards are right.in saying that justifying 
righteousness is received by faith alone. Third. It is said in so 
many forms, that righteousness is by faith; and especially is 
this said most frequently where the technical act of justifica- 
tion is formally discussed, as separated from the other parts of 
our salvation. Then there are passages in which this is held up 
singly, in answer to direct inquiries, as the sole instrumental 
act; which do not leave us at liberty to suppose that any other 
one would have been omitted, if there had been one; e. g., 
Jno. vi 1-293 Acts xvi 2 31. 

Yet, it is sttenuously objected by some, (even of sound 
divines), that in many places repentance is 
spoken of, along with faith, as a term of gos- 
pel salvation, and in some cases, even to the 

xclusion of faith.- Mark i: 15; Luke xii: 3; Acts xx-331; 
ud especially, Acts ii: 38; i: 19. The chief force is in the 
‘ast two. As to the previous ones, it is very obvious that to 
iake repentance necessary to salvation, does not prove that it 
performs this particular work in our salvation, the instrumental 
cceptance of a justifying righteousness. We might even say 
hat repentance is a necessary condition of final acceptance, 
ind yet not make it the. instrument; for there is a sense in 
which perseverance is such a condition. Heb. x: 38. But to’ 
nake it the instrument is absurd; for then no one would be 
justified till death. But it may be urged, in Acts ii: 38, and 
ii: 19, repentance is explicitly proposed as in order to remis- 
sion, which is an element of justification itself. We reply: 
this is not to be pressed; for thus we should equally prove, 
Acts ii: 38, that baptism is an instrument of justification; and, - 
Rom. x: 9, 10, that profession is, equally with living faith, an 
instrument of justification. These’ passages are to be recon- 
ciled to our affirmative proof-texts, by semembering that repen- 
tance is used in Scripture much more comprehensively thany” 
saving faith. It is the whole conversion of the soul to God, 
the general acting in which faith is implicitly involved. When 
the Apostle calls for repentance, he virtually calls for faith; for 
as the actings of faith imply a penitent frame, so the exercise 
of repentance includes faith. It is therefore proper, that when 

a comprehensive answer is demanded to the question, “ What 
must we do?” that answer should be generally, “ Repent,” and 
that when the instrument of justification is inquired after 
specially, the answer should be, “ Believe.” 

The question once debated: whether faith or good works 
be most important to a believer? is as fool- 
ish as though one should debate, whether 
roots or fruits were most essential to a fruit- 


Connection of Repent- 
nee Explained. 


14. Works do not 
Justify, yet Necessary. 
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tree. If either be lacking, there is no fruit-tree at all. Good 
works, when comprehensively understood for all holy actings 
of heart and life, hold the place of supreme importance in our 
redemption, as the ulterior end, not indeed in any sense the 
procuring .cause, but yet the grand object and purpose. And 
the dignity of the end is, in one sense, higher than that of the 
means. : 
The final cause of God, or ultimate highest end in His view 
Because they most iM Our justification, is His own glory. The 
Essential to God’sUlti- chief means or next medium thereto, is our 
mate End. sanctification and good works; for God’s 
nature is holy, and cannot be glorified by sin, except indirectly 
in its punishment. If we look, then, at His immutable will and 
glory, we find an imperative demand for holiness and works. 
If we look next,at the interests of God’s kingdom as affected 
by us, we find an equal necessity for our good works: for it is 
sin which originates all mischief and danger, and disorder to the 
subjects of God’s government. And if we look, third, at our 
own personal interests and well-being, as promoted by our 
redemption, we see good works ‘to be gequally essential ; 
because to be sinful is to be miserable ; attrac holiness alone 
is true happiness. 
Hence, we find that God in many places mentions redemp- 
Because all the Plan tion from corruption, rather than redemption 
of Redemption Incites from guilt, as His prominent object in the 
mm Covenant of Grace. See Titus ii : 14; Eph. 
Poneey Pago 7s yy hess, vo 3ip-1) m0. nie; Matt. nian. * And 
all the features of this plan of redemption, in its execution, 
show that God’s prime object is the production of holiness— 
yea, of holiness in preference to present happiness, in His peo- 
ple. The first benefit bestowed, in our union to Christ, is a 
holy heart. The most constant and prominent gifts, ministered 
through Christ, are those of sanctification and spiritual strength 
to do good works. The ‘designs of God’s providence cons- 
tantly postpone the believer's comfort to his sanctification by 
the means of afflictions. When the question is, to make one 
of God’s children holier, at the expense of his present happi- 
ness, God never hesitates. Again, the whole gospel system is 
so constructed as to be not merely an expedient for introducing 
justification, but a system of moral motives for producing sanc- 
tification, and that of wondrous power. Let the student look 
up its elements. And last. This very gospel teers with most 
urgent injunctions on believers already justified to keep this 
law, in all its original strictness and spirituality. See, especi- 
ally, Matt. v : 17-20; Gal. v: 13; Rom. vi: 6; vii : 6; Jno. xiii: 
34; 1 Pet. i: 15, 16, &c. 
The law is no longer our rule of justification, but itvis still 


our rule of living. 
We have reserved to the close the discussion of the objec- 
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15. Is Justification tion, that this doctrine of justification, by 
oy Grace Licentious in faith on Christ’s righteousness, tends to 
PERCHES} loosen the bonds of the moral law. There 
are two parties who suggest this idea—the legalists, who urge 
it as an unavoidable objection to our doctrine; and the Anti- 
nomians, who accept it as a just consequence of the doctrine. 
Both classes may be dealt with together, except as to one point 
gtowing out of the assertion that Christ fulfilled the preceptive, 
as well as bore the penal law in our stead. If this be so, says 
the Antinomian, how can God exact obedience of the believer, 
as an essential of the Christian state, without committing the 
unrighteousness of demanding payment of the same debt 
twice over? I reply, that it is not a pecuniary, but a moral 
debt. In explaining the doctrine of substitution, I showed that 
God’s acceptance of our Surety’s work in our room was wholly 
an optional and gracious act with Him, because Christ’s vica- 
rious work, however well adapted to satisfy the law in ou 
stead, did not necessarily and naturally extinguish the claims 
of the law on us; was not a “legal tender,” in such sense that 
God was obliged gither to take that, or lose all claims. Now, 
as God’s acceptin&the substitutionary righteousness at all was 
an act of mere grace, the extent to which He shall accept it 
depends on His mere will. And it can release us no farther 
than He graciously pleases to allow. Hence, if He tells us, as 
He does, that He does not so accept it, as to release us from 
the law as a rule of living, there is no injustice. 

We preface further, that the objection of the legalist pro- 
ceeds upon the supposition, that if the motives of fear and self- 
interest for obeying God be removed, none will be left. But 
are these the only motives? God forbid. 

Indeed, we assert that the plan of justification by faith 

ae leaves all the motives of self-interest and 

No, but Sanctifying. ; Ne 

fear, which could legitimately and usefully 

operate on a soul under the Covenant of Works, in full force ; 
and adds others, of vast superiority. Rom. iii: 31. 

The motives of self-interest and fear remain, so far as they 

iy properly ought to operate on a renewed soul. 

Se eae (a) While “eternal life is the gift of God,” 

the measure of its glories is our works. See 

‘‘Euke-xix:: 17-19; Matt..x:: 42; 2:Gor.ix:.6, Here isa mo- 

tive to do as many good works as possible. (b) Works remain, 

although deposed from the meritorious place as our justifica- 

tion, of supreme importance as the object and end. IMence, 

(c) they are the only adequate test of a justified state, as 

proved above. Thus, the conscience of the backslider should 

be as much stimulated by the necessity of having them, as 

though they were to be his righteousness. It is as smportant 

to the gratuitous heir of an inheritance to preserve his evidence 
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of title, as it was to the purchaser, to be furnished with money 
enough to pay for the estate. 

2. The gospel shows its superior efficiency over a system 
of legality, in producing holy living, in this 
respect; that its instrument in justification is 
a living faith. A dead faith does not justify. Now, it is the 
nature of a justifying faith to give an active response to the 
vitalizing energy of God’s truth. It is granted that the truth, 
which is the immediate object of its actings unto justification, 
is Christ’s redemption ; but its nature ensures that it shall be 
vitally sensitive to all God’s truth, as fast as apprehended. 
Now, the precepts are as really divine truth, the proper object 
of this vital action of a living faith, as the promises. Such is 
the teaching of our Confession in that instructive passage, ch. 
MA Giaeris ss “By this faith a Christian believeth to be true what- 
soever is revealed in the word, for the authority of God Himself 
speaking therein, and acteth ‘differently, upon that which each 
passage thereof containeth ; yielding obedience to the com- 
mands, trembling at the threatenings, and embracing the prom- 
ises of God for this liféyand that which wv come. But the 
principal acts of saving faith are accepting@s¥eceiving, and rest- 
ing upon Christ alone for justification, sanctification, and eternal 
life, by virtue of the Covenant of Grace.’’ The soul is not 
made alive in patches. It is alive all over. That principle of 
faith, therefore, which actively responds to the promise, responds 
just so, likewise, to the precepts: especially as precepts and 
promises are so intertwined, mee kPsaxenli 2705/2 Romyimiii > 1: 

(b). The gospel is efficient i in producing holy living, because 
it gives the strongest possible picture of the 
evil of sin, of God’s inflexible requisition of 
a perfect righteousness, and of His holiness. 
(c). Above all, it generates a noble, pure and powerful motive 
for obedience, love begotten by God’s goodness in redemption. 
And here, the peculiar glory of the gospel, asa religion for 
sinners, appears, I believe that the justified believer should 
have motives to holy living, which if their. whole just force 
were felt, would be more operative than those which Adam in 
innocence could have felt under the Covenant of Works. See 
above. But when we consider that man is no longer innocent, 
but naturally condemned and depraved, under wrath, and fun- 
damentally hostile to God, we see that a Covenant of Works 
would now be, for him, infinitely inferior in its sanctifying influ- 
ences. For the only obedience it could evoke from such a 
heart, would be one slavish, selfish, and. calculated —i. e., no 
true heart obedience at all— but a mere trafficking with God 
for self-interest. Now, contrast with this an obedience. of love, 
and of gratitude, which expects to purchase. nothing thereby 
from God, because all is already given, freely, graciously ; and 
therefore obeys with ingenuous love and thankfulness. How 


Faith Purifies. 


Gospel Appeals to 
Love. 
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much more pleasing toGod! And last; Love isa principle of 
action as permanent and energetic, as it is pure. Witness even 
th>, human examples of it. When we look to those social 
affections, which have retained their disinterestedness (towards 
man) through the corruptions of our fall, we see there the most 
influential, as well as the purest principles of human action, the 
springs of all that is most energetic, and persevering, as well as 
most generous. 

We sometimes hear the legalists, of various schools, say: 
“A correct knowledge of human nature will 
warn us, that if the principles of fear and 
self-interest are removed from man’s religious 
obedience, he will render none ; for these are the main springs 
of human action.” We do not represent the gospel scheme as 
rejecting the legitimate action of those springs. But their view 
of human nature is false; fear and self-interest are not its most 
energetic principles. Many a virtuous son and daughter render 
to an infirm parent, who has no ability or will to punish, and no 
means of rewarding save with his blessing, a service more 
devoted, painful, agd continued, than the rod ever exacted from 
a slave. IndeedMeslavery itself showed, hy the occasional 
instances of tyranny, which occurred, that fear was an inade- 
quate principle; the rod by itself never secured industry and 
prosperity on a plantation; but the best examples of success 
were always those, where kindnesss was chiefly relied on, (with 
a just and firm authority), to awaken in the slaves affection and 
cheerful. devotion. The sick husband receives from his wife, 
without wages, nursing more assiduous than any hire can extort 
from the mercenary professional nurse. And above all, does 
the infant, helpless to reward or punish, exact from the mother’s 
love and pity, a service more punctilious and toilsome, than was 
ever rendered to an eastern sultan by the slave with the scime- 
tar over his head? 

Suppose, then, that the all-powerful Spirit of God, euadloye 
ing the delightful truths of gospel grace as His instrument, 
produces in believers a love and gratitude as genuine as these 
instinctive affections, and more sacred and strong, as directed 
towards a nobler object ; has He not here a spring of obedi- 
ence as much more efficacious, as it is more generous, than the 
legalists ? 


Love, the Most Op- 


erative. 


** Talk they of morals ? O Thou bleeding Love, 
The great morality is love to Thee!” 


When, therefore, these heretics object, that justification by 
free grace will have licentious results; God’s answer is; that 
He will provide against that, by making the faith which justifies 
also a principle of life, which ‘‘ works by love.” 


LECTURE LV. 
REPENTANCE. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What two kinds of Repentance in Scripture; and distinguished by what two 
terms ? Are these ever used interchangeably ? 
Conf. of Faith, ch. 15. Sampson on Heb. xii, 17. Hill, bk. v, ch. 4,2 1. 
Calv. Inst. bk. ili, ch. 3. Knapp, 3126. Watson Theol. Inst. ch. 24, 3 1. 
Breckinridge, Theol. Subjective, bk. ui, ch. 14. 
2. What do divines mean by legal ; and what by evangelical Repentance? Of 
what must we repent ? 
Ridgley, Qu. 76. Calvin as above. 
3. Who is the Author of Repentance ; and does it precede or follow Regenera- 
tion. 
Calvin, as above, Ridgley, Qu. 76. Watson as above. Knapp, 3 127, 128. 
4. What are the relations of Faith and Repentance; and which Is prior in the 
order of Production? 
Calvin, as above, 31,2. Fuller on Sandeman, Letter 5. Watson as above. 
5. Is Repentance Atoning ? 
Calvin, bk. iii, ch.4. Dick, Lect. 70. Knapp, 3 128. Watson, ch. 19. 
6. Whaat are the “ fruits meet for Repentancé ?” 
Ridgley and Calvin, as above. 


I “REPENTANCE unto Life is an evangelical grace, the 
* doctrine whereof is to be preached by every minister of 
the gospel, as well as that of faith in Christ.” Conf.xv,1. The 
brevity, and in some cases neglect, with which this prominent 
subject is treated by many systems, is surprising and repre- 
hensible. . x 
In the New Testament there are two classes of words, used 
for two exercises, both of which, in the 
English version are called “repentance,” ‘‘re- 
pent.” One class is petapesoyor petapcisea, the other, ustavogw 
petdvoa. The one means, etymologically, after regret, a merely - 
natural feeling; the other, change of mind after conduct. And 
the two classes are used in the New Testament with general, 
or, as I would assert, universal discrimination. The only 
alleged cases of confusion are Matt. xxi: 32; Luke xvii: 3, 4; 
Heb. xii; 17. Inthe first, the verb is yereye/yyte with accurate 
and proper reference to the relation between carnal conviction 
and sorrow, and turning to Christ, as a preparation for the result. 
Those expositors who will have it to be used here for evangeli- 
cal repentance, urge, that this alone is vitally connected with 
saving faith. The chief priests “ repented not that they might 
believe.” But give the verb its ordinary meaning: Christ 
charges on them such obduracy, and self-sufficiency, that they 
felt not even that carnal sorrow, which is the preliminary step 
towards true repentance, faith, and conversion. ‘Thus, so far 
is the ordinary sense from being difficult here, it adds great 
force to our Saviour’s meaning. So in the next case. Luke 
651 
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xvii: 3,4. In this wetdvora is used for the professed repentance 
of an erring, and even a very unstable brother, to show that his 
profession, so long as it is not absolutely discreditéd by his bad 
conduct, is to be taken by the judgment of charity, (1 Cor. 
xiii: 7), as evidence of genuine, Christian sorrow, so far as to 
secure forgiveness. A profession of mere carnal sorrow would 
not entitle to it. In the third, the best commentators are 
agreed that Tozov petavotas refers to a change in Isaac, which 
the historian indicates, must have been (whatever profane Esau 
may have hoped) Christian conviction of and sorrow for error; 
(otherwise He would not have changed His prophecy). Now, 
when we see that uetavoéw is used in the New Testament 34, 
and petdvora 24 times=58, and petrauedouae and family 7 times, 
the demarcation made by the sacred writers is very broad. 

See this distinction carried out with instructive accuracy in 
2 Cor. vii : 8-10, (original). In verse 8th the Apostle says that 
he had regretted, but now no longer regretted (usreyedouyv) the 
writing of the Ist Epistle. He is too accurate to speak of 
repenting the peformance of a duty, though painful. Verse 9, 
Now He is glad that the Corinthians sorrowed unto perdvocay. 
See how accurately he distinguishes sorrow (4:77) from gracious 
repentance. Verse 10 tells us that gracious sorrow worketh 
“repentance unto salvation,” which is not to be “regretted” 
(dustamedytov). Paul is too discriminating to intimate, as the 
English version does; that true repentance can ever, by any 
possibility, be subject of repentance — No: folly might per- 
chance deem it subject of regret ; but, to repent truly of true 
repentance, would be a contradiction too glaring even for the 
sinner to entertain. 

In the Old Testament two families of words are used for 
those acts promiscuously expressed in our English version by 
repent, “3it~) and its derivatives, and Of93 with its deriva- 

Sa 029) 


tives. The latter is used to express both regret and repentance 
proper, (variously translated by Sept.); the former I believe, in 
its theological uses, always expresses true repentance. * 

The Latin Vulgate has lent us a mischievous legacy, in 
giving us the word “repent” as the rendering of Merdvoee. 
“Repentance” is from panttet, pena, and that from the Greek 
word zoey. Its English progeny is seen in the word pain; and 
its original idea is penalty. See the use of zoevy ; Iphigenia Lit 
Aulide, for expiatory penalty. No wonder the Latin Church, 
in the dark ages, slid into the error of regarding penance, as a 
satisfaction for the guilt of sin; when it had been taught to call 
pestdvocay by sucha misnomer as paenitentia. Lactantius, (the 
most elegant in his Latinity, of the Christian fathers), proposes 
to render it by Reszpzscentia, (from rsapio). “ Ideoque Greci 


*Thus Augustine: Panitentiam nomen habere a punitione, ut sit ae punt- 
tentia, dum ipsum homo punit penitendo, quod male admisit. 
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melius et significantius petdvoray dicunt, quam nos possumiis 
resipiscentiam dicere.” 

I wish that the English tongue had enabled our version to 
distinguish the two exercises uniformly by two distinct words. 

Mecapéleca is the natural pain consequent on sin, arising in 
the carnal mind, either with or without the common, convincing 
influences of the Holy Ghost, and contains three elements, fear 
and dread of the danger incurred, shame, and remorse or invol- 
untary self-condemnation of conscience denouncing the sin. 
It is a purely selfish emotion ; but it is still the emotion of a 
moral nature, and implies a conscience; though compatible 
with an entire preference of will for sin. 

For petdvoca, (See Shorter Cat., qu. 87. Conf., xv; § 2). 
It involves the two elements of the former; but it includes 
chiefly another; viz: ‘a sight and sense of the filthiness and 
odiousness of his sins, as contrary to the holy nature, and 
righteous law of God.’ There is not only that painful sense 
of wrong doing inflicted by conscience on the sinner; con- 
science, which a depraved will, although fully set on transgres- 
sion, cannot corrupt nor wholly silence. But there is the pain 
arising from a true hatred of sin, now existing in the will, asa 
moral disposition and principle, and from the preference for, 
and love of conformity to God, arising out of a thorough 
approval of and complacency in His moral perfection. Of 
course, this hatred of sinfulness and appetency of holiness, are 
not two principles, but one, expressing its spontaneous nature as 
to two opposite objects—sin and righteousness. And last, that 
view of the odiousness of sin, and attractiveness of godliness, 
proceeds chiefly in the believer's experiences, from the Cross; 
from the exhibitions of mercy, purity, goodness, and hope there 
made. True repentance may be defined as the moral emotion 
and act of the regenerate nature towards its personal sinfulness, 
and towards godliness, especially as the two are exhibited in the 
Cross. 

The terms Legal and Evangelical Repentance have been 

used by divines with a mischievous uncer- 

Bis: re Repent- tainty. By some, legal repentance is defined 


as though identical with petapyéeleco. If this 


were really the distinction, the terms would be unnecessary. 
Paul gives us better ones in 2 Cor. vii: 10: The “sorrow of the 
world,” and “and godly sorrow.” But other divines, perceiv- 
ing a truer and more accurate distinction in the actings of 
godly sorrow itself, have employed the phrases in a useful 
sense. These, by legal repentance, mean a genuine sorrow for 
sin, including both fear of its dangers, and conscience of its 
wronegness, and also loathing of its odiousness, with a thorough 
justifying and approving of God's holy law; a sorrow wrought 
by the Holy Ghost, but wrought by Him only through the 
instrumentality of the convincing Law, and unaccompanied 
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with conscious hopes of mercy in Christ. By Evangelical 
Repentance they mean that godly sorrow for sin, which is 
wrought by the renewing Spirit, including the above actings, 
but also, and chiefly, the tender sorrow combined with hopes of 
raercy proceeding from appropriating faith, when the believer 
“looks on Him whom he hath pierced,” and sees there at once 
a blessed way of deliverance, and a new illustration of God’s 
love, and his own aggravated vileness.. This, in a word, is the 
repentance of the Catechism, Qu. 87. 

In completing our view of the nature of repentance, the 
question presents itself: Of what should man 
repent? The general answer, of course, 
must be: Of all sin. Is it man’s duty, then, 
to repent of original sin? If we say, no, the Arminian will 
press us with this consequence: “If it is not your personal duty 
to repent of it, you imply that you are not in earnest in saying 
that it is truly and properly sin.” Yet, how can a man feel 
personally blameworthy (an essential element of repentance) for 
an act committed by another, without his consent, and before 
he was born! We reply: “The sinfulness of that estate into 
which man fell, consists in the guilt of Adam’s first sin, the 
want of original righteousness, and the corruption of his whole 
nature, which is commonly called original sin.” The Christian 
will, of course, regret the guilt of Adam’s first sin, but not 
repent of it. But of the corruption of nature, of the concupis- 
cence and inordinate desire of our hearts, it is our duty to 
repent, to feel blameworthy for them, to sorrow for, and to 
strive against them, just as of actual transgression; for this is 
not only our guilt, (imputed), but our proper sin. 

Again, Conf., xv: § 5, men ought not only to repent of their 
sinfulness, both of heart and life, as a general 
quality, but also of particular sins, so far as 
they are known, with a particular repentance. Repentance ts 
the medium of sanctification, and sin is only conquered by us 
in detail. There is no other way for a finite creature to fight 
the good fight of faith. Hence, it is obvious, every conscious, 
and especially every known recent transgression should be made 
the subject of particular repentance. The impenitent man can- 
not -be forgiven. What, then, shall we answer concerning those 
‘unconscious and forgotten transgressions (probably the ‘‘ secret 
sins” of Ps. xix: 12),to which the attention and recollection of 
even the honest penitent never advert, in consequence of the lim- 
itation of his faculties and powers? We answer, that each Chris- 
tian is aware of his guilt of these forgotten faults, and grieves 
over the general fact that he has them. And this general 
repentance is accepted; so that the atonement of Christ blots 
them out of God’s book of remembrance. 

After this definition of repentance, it need hardly be added, 
that it is hot only an act, to be performed at the beginning of 
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conversion, and then to be dismissed as complete, but also a 
life-long work, proceeding from an abiding temper of soul. The 
saint is a penitent, until he reaches heaven. 

If we confound worldy with godly sorrow, or if we take a 

. Pelagian view of. human nature, we may 
CRORE then 5 Fruit indeed ascribe true repentance to the unaided 
workings of the natural heart. But if repent- 
ance is understood as above, we shall see that while it is a duty 
for man to exercise, it is still one to which he must be moved by 
the supernatural grace of God. Hence, the Scriptures always 
represent it as God’s gift or work. .See New Testament first, as 
plainest:., Acts.w: 31:2, xi: 18; 2 Tim.ii: 25. In Old Testa- 
Mette nelmaras, 7, TO, lexoorey A yajier xx: 185. Ezek.) su: 
19. Nor canthese texts be evaded by saying, that God is the 
Author of repentance only mediately, by teaching that Gospel 
which inculcates and prompts repentance. In several of them, 
those who are already possessed of the Gospel means, pray to 
God to work repentance in them; andin 2 Tim. ii: 25, there is 
a “ peradventure’”’ whether God will give a heart to repent, to 
those to whom Timothy was to give the light; showing that the 
grace of repentance isa separate and divine gift. 

But let any one look at the Scriptural definition of Repent- 
ance, and he will be convinced that none but a regenerate heart 
is competent to the exercise. The true penitent not only feels the 
danger of his sins, and the involuntary sting of a conscience, 
which he would disarm if he could ,but.an ingenuous sorrow for 
the sinfulness of his sin, and a sincere desire for godliness. 
Can any one feel this but a regenerate soul?. Can he who hates 
God thus grieve for having wounded His holy law; can he who 
loves sin as the native food of his soul, thus loathe it for its 
own sake! No one feels godly sorrow, but he who is passed 
from death unto life. 

But the Arminians, while avowing that repentance is the 
work of the Holy Ghost, assert that it 
must be held to begin before regeneration 
in the order of production, as they also 
hold concerning faith and justification. Their reasons are two. 
First: we are taught (e. g., Ps. li: 10), to pray for regeneration. 
But prayer, to be acceptable, must be sincere; and a sincere 
request for a holy heart implies, or presupposes, repentance for 
ungodliness. And second: repentance must be presupposed in 
faith, because to fly to Christ as a refuge from sin presupposes 
a sense of sin. But justification, secured by faith, must precede 
regeneration; because God cannot be supposed to bestow the 
beginning of communion in the Holy Ghost, and what is sub- 
stantially eternal life, on a rebel before he is reconciled to Him. 
Thus, they suppose Rom. vii, to describe repentance; Rom. vii: 
24, 25, the dawnings of saving faith; Rom. viii: 1, first clause, 
the justification consequent thereon; and vu: 1, last clause, 


Arminian Objections 
to this. Answer. 


656 SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


the beginning of spiritual life. Now, to both objections, we 
reply that their plausibility is chiefly due to the oversight of 
this fact, that the priority of one over another of these several 
steps, is only one of production, or causation, and not of time. 
Practically, every one who is regenerate is then, in principle, 
penitent, and believing, and justified. And since all parts are 
of God’s grace, is it not foolish to say that His righteousness or 
His wrath forbids Him to bestow this before that, seeing His 
grace permits neither to precede in time, and none to be lack- 
ing? But on the first objection we remark, farther, if we must 
need rationalize about it, it is at least as great an anomaly, that 
a man should feel a sincere desire for godliness, while his nature 
remained prevalently ungodly, as it is that an ungodly prayer 
for a new heart should be answered by the heart-searching God. ~ 
The objection derives its seeming force from a synergistic the- 
ory of regeneration. But, in truth, no true spiritual desire can 
exist till God has actually renewed the will. God must do the 
work, not man. And God must savingly begin it, unasked by 
man. This is sovereign grace. That a man should hold this 
theory, and yet pray for a new heart, is no greater paradox than 
that the hope our sins are pardoned should encourage us to 
pray for pardon. The truth is, the instincts of a pre-existent 
spiritual life find their natural expression in a breathing after 
spiritual life. To the second objection we reply: if it seems 
anomalous that God should anticipate His reconciliation to the 
condemned sinner, by bestowing that gift of a new heart, which 
virtually constitutes eternal life, it would be equally anomalous 
that He should anticipate the bestowal of peace, by bestowing 
those essential gifts of faith and repentance, to which eternal 
blessedness is inevitably tied by the Gospel. Must not the 
Arminian, just as much as the Calvinist, fall back, for his solu- 
tion of these difficulties, upon the glorious fact, that Christ hath 
deserved all these saving gifts for His people? To him who 
believes an unconditional election, there is no difficulty here; 
because he believes that these saving gifts are all pledged to the 
believing sinner, not only before he fulfills any instrumental con- 
ditions, but before he is born. There is no difficulty in it allto 
God; because all is of grace. 
The relations of faith and repentance zzter se, as to the 
order of production, are important to an 
ar eee a understanding of conversion. Both these 
graces are the exercises of a regenerate heart 
alone; they presuppose the new birth. Now, Calvin, with per- 
haps the current of Calvinistic divines, says, that “repentance 
not only immediately follows faith, but is produced by it.” 
Again: ‘When we speak of faith as the origin of repentance, 
we dream not of any space of time which it employs in produc- 
ing it; but we intend to signify that a man cannot truly devote 
himself to repentance, unless he knows himself to be of God.” 
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And this, he adds, only becomes known by appropriating fait’ 
The view usually urged is, that the convicted sinner can: 
exercise that tender and affectionate sorrow for sin, wh 
involves a true love to God, until he entertains some hope t! 
God loves him, in Christ.. They quote such passages as 1's 
cexxieiy th yno. tv: 19. Betoré: hope of mercy dawns; the} 
argue there can be nothing but stubborn remorse and despair, 
after the example of Jer. xviii: 12. Now there isa fair sense in 
which all this is true; and that, no doubt, the sense in which it 
commended itself to the minds of those great and good men. 
But there is also a great danger of holding it in an erro- 
neous and mischievous sense. In what we have to say, guard- 
ing these views, let us premise that we make no priority of time 
in the order of repentance and faith; and no gap of duration 
between the birth of the one or the other. Either implies the 
other, in that sense. Nor do we dream of the existence of such 
a thing as a penitent unbeliever, nor suppose that there is any 
other means of producing repentance than the preaching of the 
gospel. Repentance can exist nowhere except where God 
works it. In rational adults He works it only by means, and 
_that means is the gospel revelation; none other. Nor do we 
retract one word of what we said as to the prime efficiency of 
the doctrine of the cross, and. of the hope, gratitude, love, ten- 
derness, and humiliation, which faith draws therefrom, as means 
for cultivating repentance. But in our view it is erroneous to 
represent faith as existing irrespective of penitence, in its very 
first acting, and as begetting penitence through the medium of 
hope. On the contrary, we believe that the very first acting of 
faith implies some repentance, as the prompter thereof. True, 
the two twin graces ever after stimulate each other recipro- 
cally; but the man begins to believe because he has also begun 
to repent. 

The reasons are: first, that the other view gives a degrad- 
ing and mercenary character to repentance; 
as though the sinner selfishly conditioned his 
willingness to feel aright concerning his sin, on the previous 
assurance of impunity. It is as though the condemned felon 
should say: “Let me go free, and I will sincerely avow that I 
have done very wrong. But if I am to swing for it, I will neither 
acknowledge guilt, nor say, “God bless my country.” Is this 
ingenuous repentance? Is this the experience of the contrite 
heart? No; its language alwaysis: (Ps. li, pt. I, v. 5:) 


Argument. 


‘¢Should sudden vengeance seize my breath, 
I must pronounce Thee just in death ; 
And if my soul is sent to hell, 
Thy righteous law approves it well.’”’ 


Second. Godly sorrow for sin must be presupposed ot 
implied in the first actings of faith, because faith embraces Christ 
asa Saviour from sin. See Cat., que. 86, last clause especially. 

42* 
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Surely the Scriptures do not present Christ to our faith only, or - 
even mainly, as a way of impunity. . See Matt. i: 21; Acts iii: 
26; Titus iit: 14. As we have pointed out, the most charac- 
teristic defect of a dead faith, is, that it would quite heartily 
embrace Christ as God’s provision for immunity in sin: but 
God offers Him to faith for a very different purpose, viz: for. 
restoration to holiness, including immunity from wrath as one 
of the secondary consequences thereof. (Hence, we must 
demur at Owen's declaration, that the special object of saving 
faith is only Christ in His priestly, and not in His kingly and 
prophetic offices.) But now, a man does not flee from an evil, 
except as a-consequence of feeling it an evil. Hence, there 
can be no embracing of Christ with the heart, as a whole pres- 
ent Saviour, unless sin be felt to be in itselfa present evil; and 
there be a genuine desire to avoid it as well as its penalty. 
But does not such a desire imply a renewal of the will? This 
view has appeared so unavoidable to many who go with Calvin, 
that they have admitted, “ Legal repentance precedes, but Evan- 
gelical repentance follows faith and hope.” (See above pp. 
653, 654.) But does not such a legal repentance imply the new 
birth? Does any man thus justify and revere the very law 
which condemns him, and regard the Divine character, while 
devoid, as he supposes, of hope in its favour, with new and 
adoring approbation, while yet his carnal mind is enmity 
against God? Surely not. The error of their argument is in 
supposing that this legal repentance was the exercise of an 
unrenewed heart. 

Third: Some passages of Scripture imply the order I beat 
assigned; and I am not aware of any which contradict it. See 
Mark iggy > Actsitigectsvice sine; 21; 2 Tim. 11:25, especi- 
ally the last. 

In a word, Repentance and Faith are twin graces, both 
implicitly contained in the gift of the new 
heart; and they cannot but co-exist. Repent- 
ance is the right sense and volition which the 
renewed heart has of its sin; faith is the turning of that heart 
from its sin to Christ. Repentance feels the disease, faith 
embraces the remedy. But when we inquire for the first con- 
scious acting of faith or repentance after the instant of the new 
birth, the result is decided by the object to which the soul hap- 
pens to be first directed. Ifthe object of its first regenerate 
look be its own ungodliness, the first conscious exercise will 
be one of repentance; but just so surely as the volition is, 
potentially, in the preponderating motive, so surely does that 
soul look from its ungodliness to Christ, the remedy of it; it 
may be unconsciously at first, but in due time, consciously. 
Or ‘€ Christ be the first object to which the new-born soul looks, 
its first act may be one of trust and joy in Him. Yet that trust 


They are Twin 
Graces. 
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implies a sense of the evil of sin, as the thing for deliverance 
from which Christ is trusted. 

The exercise of repentance, while absolutely necessary in 
all who are saved, creates no atoning merit ; 
and constitutes no ground whatever in justice, 
why the penitent should have remission of 
his sins. See Conf., xv:3. The carnal mind here labours under 
an obstinate delusion : and how often are pastors told, even by 
those who desire to profess themselves Christians, “ That they 
hope their sins are pardoned, because they have repented ?” 
Hence, importance. 

A moral fitness which demands that no impenitent person 
shall be’ pardoned, is here mistaken for 
another thing. Now, the ground. of that 
moral fitness is this: that, pardon having otherwise been made 
just, God’s holiness and majesty may have some practical 
assurance, in the state of the sinners own feelings, against his 
repetition of his sins. But this end does not express the whole 
intent of God’s law; if it did, the law would be a mere expedi- 
ency, unworthy of God. Its true object is, to express and sus- 
tain His immutable holiness. It demands perfect and perpetual 
obedience. Repentance is not obedience. This leads, 

Second, to the remark, that repentance is no reparation 
whatever fot past disobedience. It cannot place the sinner, in 
the eye of the law, in the position of Him who has never sinned. 
It has in itself no relevancy to repairing the mischiefs the sin 
has inflicted. Thus men judge. To the man who had injured 
you, you would say: Your,repentance is very proper; but it 
cannot recall the past, or undo that which is done. 

Third: Indeed, what is a repentance but.a feeling of ill- 
desert, and consequent guilt? Confession is its language. 
Now, can aman pay a just debt by his acknowledgments of 
its justice? [tis a contradiction, which would lead us to this 
absurdity; that the more thoroughly unworthy a man felt, the 
more worthy he would thereby become. 

Fourth: Repentance after transgression is a work. | Acts 
xvii: 30. ° So that: justification by repentance would be a justi- 
fication by works; and all the principles of Luke xvii: 10; 
Rom. iii: 28, apply to it. 

But last: Repentance is as much a gift of God (Acts v: 31), 
as the remission which it is supposed to purchase. This settles 
the matter. While, therefore, the impenitent cannot be justi- 
fied, yet the sole sround of justification is the righteousness of 
Christ imputed to us, and received by faith alone. 

The Scriptures command us to “bring forth fruits meet 

for repentance.” These “fruits will, in gen- 

6. Fruits Meet for eral include all holy living; for repentanee 
cicamoern, se is a “ turning unto God. from sin, with full | 
purpose of, and endeavour after, new obedience.” But there 


5. Repentance not 
Atoning. 


Argument. 
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are certain acts which are essentially dictated by repentance 
and which proceed immediately from the attitude of penitence. 

_. 1. Sincere penitence must lead to confession. “Out 
of the abundance of the heart the mouth speaketh.” See Prov. 
xxviii: 13.. The highest form of this duty is the confession of 
all our sins to God, in secret prayer. True repentance will 
always thus utter itself to Him. Then, if our sins have scan- 
dalized the Church, we must also make public confession of the 
particular sins which have produced this result. Again, if our 
sin is immediately aimed at our fellow-man, and known to him, 
repentance must lead to confession to him. 

2. The next consequence of repentance willbe, to prompt 
us to make reparation of our sin, wherever it is practicable. He 
who truly repents, wishes his sin undone. But if he truly 
wishes it undone, he will, of course, undo it if in his power. 

3. The next fruit of repentance must be holy watchful- 
ness against its recurrence. This is too obvious to need proof. 
See 2 Cor. vil :11, as admirably expounded by Calvin, Insti- 
tutes, Bk. 3, ch. 3, § 15. . 

The worthless distinction of Rome between attrition and 
contrition, and the assigning of a religious value to the for- 
mer, are sufficiently refuted by what precedes. Nor does the 
duty of auricular confession, so called, find any Scriptural sup- 
port plausible enough to demand discussion. As to her ascet- 
ical exercises of penitence, they are the inventions of fanaticism 
and spiritual pride. The mortification which Scripture enjoins, 
is that of the sins, and not of the unreasoning members. 


LECTURE LVL | 
SANCTIFICATION AND GOOD WORKS. 


ee 


SYLLABUS. 


1. State the usages and meanings of original words rendered ‘‘sanctify,”’ and the 
nature and extent of sanctification. 
Shorter Cat., Qu. 35. Conf. of Faith, ch. 13, 16. Lexicons. Turrettin, Loc. 
xvii, ch. r. Hodge, Theol., pt. iii, ch. 18, 3 1, 2, 3. Dick, Lect. 74. 
2. How is sanctification distinguished from, and how related to justification and 
regeneration ? 
Turrettin, Qu. §, 29 to end. Dick as above. Hill, bk. v, ch. 4,32. Knapp, 
¢116, 126. Ridgley, Qu. 78.. 
3. Who is the Agent, and what the means of sanctification ? 
Dick, Lect. 75. Ridgley. Qu..75. : é 
4. Is sanctification ever perfect in this life? Consider views of Pelagians, Socin- 
ians, Wesleyans and recent advocates of ‘‘ Higher Life.”’ 
Turrettin as above, Qu. 2.. Hodge, Theol. as above, 3 7, 8. Dick. Lect. 74. 
Hill, bk. v, ch. 4, 33. Ridgley, Qu. 78. Watson’s Theo. Inst., ch. 29. 


ie discussing this subject, we turn again to Scripture to settle 
the meaning of the word. In the Old Testament we find 
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nition of. express sanctification. In its lowest sense, it 
seems to mean simply separation to a partic- 
ular purpose, and that purpose not sacred, as Jer. xxii: 7. 
More frequently it is used in the sense of consecrate, or dedi- 
cate as priests, utensils, the Sabbath day, where the idea is that 
of setting apart to a holy use. See Exod. xxvili: 41; xxix: 
36; Deut. v:12. But in its proper sense, it means to cleanse 
away ceremonial, and, especially, moral pollution. 2° Sam xi: 
4‘! Num. xv:40. Kindred to this is the sense where God is 
said to: sanctify Himself, or to be sanctified by His people— 
i. e., declaratively. Ezek. xxxvili : 23. 
In the Greek Scriptures dy:déw is used clearly in all the 
above senses, to separate, to consecrate, to 
purify morally, and to declare God’s holiness. 
There is a use of this verb, of which the 
clearest instances are seen in the Epistle to the’ Hebrews, 
especially it's PL) x : 10, 14) xi: 12, compared with fr 3. Dy. 
Sampson here renders the word popularly by “redeem.” Sin 
carries two consequences—guilt and pollution—(nearly associ- 
ciated in the mind of a Hebrew). From the former, Christ’s 
blood cleanses, from the latter, His Spirit. When Christ is said 
to “sanctify” us by His blood, His sacrifice, &c., it is the for- 
mer element, cleansing away of guilt, which is intended promi- 
nently. This is evident from the fact that the verb is used by 
the Septuagint as the rendering for HS, which is strength- 


ened by the fact that the kindred word zufapifw is used for 
he saben e. DP nesi 7. nee cape on Hebrews, 1: 
3; and ii: 

Beutudestion in the gospel sense, means then, not only 
cleansing from guilt, though it presupposes 
this, nor only consecration, ‘though it includes 
this, nor only reformation of morals and life, 
though it produces this; but, essentially, the moral purification 
of the soul. This is the great idea to which all the ceremoni« 
sanctity of the typical dispensation pointed; (see Ps. li: 6, 7; 
xxiv : 4, &c.,) and it is yet more emphatically and prominently 
expressed in the New Testament word dy¢éfw. In our discus- 
sions with Pelagians, we have already shown that their idea is 
erroneous, viz: that holiness can only be acted by man. We 
have proved that there must be a previous spring in the princi- 
ples of the soul, and the dispositions which dictate volitions ; 
otherwise volitions formally right can have no true holiness. 
Outward reformation cannot, then, be sanctification; because 
the former can only be the consequence thereof; as is well 
stated in Turrettin, and is clearly implied by Matt. xii: 33, 34, 
&c. This important practical truth may be farther supported 
by considering, (b) that holiness in man must be conceived as 


Use of Word in New 
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the counterpart of sin. (The Pelagian admits this). But sin * 
both original and actual. Sin of heart is the fountain of 11... 
sin of life. Hence, it is fair to infer, as our Saviour does, in 
fact, in the places cited, that sanctification has its seat in 
tlhe heart. (c) This appears also by the fact, which none will 
deny, that infants may be subjects of sanctification. They can-- 
not act a sanctification. (d) Again, the synonymous phrases 
all speak of “a clean heart,” of ‘ circumcising the heart,” &c. 
YAnd last, the Scriptures are emphatic in their assertions. 1 
fad vi: 23; Eph. iv : 23, 24; Gal. v: 24; Titus ii:5; Luke 
XVil : - Rom. iv ¢ 17. 
When we inquire after the extent of sanctification, or «ie 
Sanctification is of Parts of the human person affected by it, the 
the Whole Person. In Catechism answers, that we are renewed ve in 
What Sense of Other the whole man.” In 1 Thess. v : 23, the 
Parts than the Heart? . 

Apostle expresses the same idea of com- 
pleteness, by employing the three comprehensive terms of the 
Platonic psychology current in his day, (not meaning to endorse 
that scheme). Now, when we analyse that element of human 
character and of human action, in which moral quality resides, 
we are compelled to say that, strictly speaking, it is only in the 
state and actings of man’s active powers. If there is neither 
emotional activity nor choice involved in any human act, that 
act has no moral character. Hence, in strictness of speech, 
the true seat of sanctification is the will: the human soul in 
that class of its actings expressed in Scripture by the word 
heart. But the Apostle is writing popularly, and not scientifi- 
cally. The emotional and voluntary capacity of the soul is not 
a different member, or department of it, from the intellectual. 
It is the one indivisible unit, acting in different modes. : 

It is the soul which is sanctified, and not a taculty thereof. 
True, that sanctification is only a moral 
change of the soul, in its éssence; but in its 
results, it modifies every acting of the soul, 
whether through intellect, appetite, or corporeal volition. 
Every one would consider that he was speaking with sufficient 
accuracy in using the words “a wicked thought.” Now, in the 
same sense in which a thought can be wicked, in that sense the 
power of thinking can be sanctified. What is that sense? A 
thought is wicked, not because the faculty of thinking, or pure 
intellection, is the seat of moral quality, abstractly considered ; 
but because the soul that thinks, gives to that thought, by the 
concurrence of its active or emotional, or voluntary power, a 
complex character, in which complex there is a wrong moral’ 
element. To sanctify the intellect, then, is to sanctify the soul 
in such a way that in its complex acts, the moral element shall 
be right instead of wrong. So we speak, with entire propriety, 
of a “wicked blow.” The bones, skin, and muscles, which 
.corporeally inflicted it, are the unreasoning and passive imple- 


The Soul has no 
Parts. 
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ment of the soul that emitted the volition to strike. But our 
members are sanctified, when the volitions which move them 
are holy ; and when the impressions of sense and appetite, of 
which they are the inlets, become the occasions of no wrong 
feelings or volitions. 

The sanctification of our bodies consists, therefore, not in 
the ascetic mortification of our nerves, mus- 
cles, glands, &c., but in the employment of 
the members as the implements of none but 
holy volitions, and in such management and regulations of the 
senses, that they shall be the inlets of no objective, or occa- 
sional causes of wrong feeling. This will imply, of course, 
strict temperance, continence, and avoidance of temptation to 
the sinful awakening of appetite, as well as the preservation of 
muscular vigour, and healthy activity, by self denial and bodily 
arcinood,: See th Cor) ix 275 2 Pete -14* Jase iit :'2:. Bot 
the whole theory of asceticism is refuted by the simple fact, 
that the soul is the seat of holiness; and that the body is only 
indirectly holy or unholy, as it is the tool of the soul. The 
whole delusion, so far as it has sought a Scriptural support, 
rests on the mistake of the meaning of the word “ flesh,” 
“c caro,” «6 ae A 


Sanctification of the 
Body not Asceticism ? 


o¢5," which the sacred writers use to mean depraved 
human nature; not the body. What those fleshly members 
are, which sanctification mortifies, may be seen in Col. iii: 5 ; 
Gal. v.: 19-21. 
Sanctification only matures what regeneration began. 
o Relation’ of Sauce ee latter -sprotited; the seed: of grace, the 
tification to New Birth former continues its growth, until there 
Pe, Se neon appears first the blade, then the ear, then the 
full corn in the ear. The agent and influences are therefore 
the same. . ; 

In the order of production, justification precedes sanctifi- 
cation; for one of the benefits received by the justified 
believer, in virtue of his acceptance, is sanctifying grace. 
While the two graces are practically inseparable, still their dis- 
crimination is of the highest importance; for it is by confound- 
ing the two that Rome has re-introduced her theory of justifi- 
cation, by self-righteousness. Hence, let the student remember, 
that the results of the two-graces are different. Justification 
removes the guilt of sin, sanctification its pollution. Justifica- 
tion changes only our legal relations, sanctification our actua| 
moral condition. Justification is an act, sanctification is a pro 
cess; the one is instantaneous and complete in all, the other is 
imperfect in its degree in all, unequal-in different Christians, 
and is increased throughout life. Justification takes place in 
God’s court, sanctification in the sinner’s own breast. 

The necessary and uniform connection between the two 

pT ei HAN has been argued substantially in the last lec- 
imal to Salvation. ture on Justification, and to that the student 
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is referred. But the proposition is of such prime importance, 
that it will not be amiss, in closing this head, to state the points 
of our argument in somewhat different order. 

(a.) The Covenant of Grace embraces both. Jer. xxxi: 
23; Kom-viil 2-30. : 

(b.) The sanctity of the divine nature requires it. 1 Pet. 
12 15, /16, 

(c.) The connection appears inevitable from the offices of 
Christ ; for He is mane as well as Priest, to all His people. 
Rom. eae -205vi-j 152) Litus fi toa eee 

(d.) The office fn the Holy Ghost shows this connection ; 
for His influences are a part of Christ’s purchase. But He is 
the Spirit of Holiness. Rom. viii: 9. 

(e.) The sacraments symbolize cleansing from pollution as 
well as from guilt. Col. ii: 11,12; Titus in: 5. 

(f.) Redemption would be a mockery without sanctifica- 
tion; for sin itself, and not the external wrath of God, is the 
cause of misery here, and eternal:.death hereafter. Hence, to 
deliver the fallen son of Adam from his guilt, and leave him 
under the power of corruption, would be no salvation. 

Last: The chief ultimate end of redemption, which is 
God’s glory (Rom. xi.: 36; Is. lxi: 3; Eph. 1:6), would be ut- 
terly disappointed, were believers not required to depart from 
all sin. For God’s holiness, His consummate attribute, would 
be tarnished by taking to His favour polluted creatures. This 
point suggests, also, the second, where God points to His own 
perfect holiness as the reason for the purification of His people. 
No argument could be plainer. An unholy creature has no 
place in the favour and bosom of a holy God. As I have argued 
in another place, God’s holy law is as immutable as His nature ; 
and no change of relation whatever, can abrogate it as a rule 
of right action. | 

To return a moment to the third point, I would add on it 

Faith Embraces @ remark which I omitted, in order to avoid 
Christ in all His Off- interrupting the outline. The selfishness and 
wi guilty conscience of man prompt him power- 
fully to look to the Saviour exclusively as a remedy for guilt, 
even when awakened by the Spirit. The first and most urgent 
want of the soul, convicted of its guilt and danger, is impunity. 
-Hence, the undue prevalence, even in preaching, of that view 
of Christ which holds Him up as expiation only. We have 
seen that even an Owen could be guilty of what I regard asthe 
dangerous statement, that the true believer, in embracing Christ, 
first receives Him only- in His priestly office! The faith which 
does no more than this, is but partial, and can bear but spurious 
fruits. Is not this the explanation of much of that defective 
and spurious religion with which the Church is cursed? The 
man who is savingly wrought upon by the Holy Ghost, is made 
to feel that his bondage under corruption is an evil as inexora- 
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ble and dreadful as the penal curse of the law. He needs and 
desires Christ in His prophetic and kingly offices, as much as in 
His priestly. His faith “receives Him as He is offered to us 
in the gospel;” that is, as a “Saviour of His people from 
their sins.” | 

The Scriptures attribute sanctification so often to God, as 

pi deeouiay haptie itt 1 Thess. v 2.23% that it is hardly necessary 
cation inone Sense the to set about collecting proofs. The sense in 
Father, and the Son, which He is the Author of the grace has- 
but specially the Spirit. been indicated, when we said that sanctifica- 
tion is but the continuance of the process of which regeneration 
is the initiation. If regeneration is supernatural, and by a mys- 
terious, but real and almighty operation, more than the moral 
suasion of the truth, then sanctification is the result of the same 
kind of agency. The properand immediate Agent is the Holy 
Ghost, as appears from Ps. li: 11; Jno. xvi: 8,9; 2 Thess. ii: 
13, &c., &c. This work is also attributed to the Son, in 1 Cor. 
i: 30, &c.; and this not merely in the sense of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, because His righteousness is there mentioned 
distinctly. Now, Christ is our Sanctifier, because He procvres 
the benefit for us by His justifying righteousness; because He 
is now the God of Providence, and Dispenser of means to His 
people; and because, by His perpetual intercession, He pro- 
cures and dispenses the influences of the Holy Ghost to us, who 
proceedeth from the Father and the Son. The Father is also 
spoken of as our Sanctifier; e. g., Jno xvii: 17, because He 
stands in the Covenant of Grace as the Representative of the 
whole Trinity, and is the Deviser of the whole gracious means, 
and the Sender of the Son and Holy Ghost. 

While the agency in sanctification is supernatural, and the 
inscrutable indwelling and operation of the 
Holy Ghost are required, not only to initiate, 
but to continue growth in grace, yet He operates through means 
usually. And these means may be said comprehensively to be 
God’s truth, His ordinances, and’ His providence. Such pass- 
ages as Ps. xix: 1-17, plainly show that not only God’s revealed 
word, but His truth seen through the works of nature, may 
sanctify the believer. But there is no reason to suppose that 
these truths of Natural Theology have any sanctifying agency, 
where they are not confirmed and enlarged. by revelation. 
While truth has no adequate efficiency to sanctify by itself; yet 
it has a natural adaptation to be the means of sanctification in 
the hand of the Holy Ghost. For it is religious truth which. 
presents all the objective conditions of holy exercises and acts. 
That man’s active powers may be holily exercised, an object of 
acting is needed, as well as a power of acting. Thus in natural 
vision. Now, religious truth presents that whole body of theo- 
logical facts, of examples, of inducements, of external motives, 
by which the soul is incited to act. By the ordinances, we mean 
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God’s worship and sacraments; for the preaching of the word 
comes more properly under the former head. Worship is a 
sanctifying means, because the petitions there offered are the 
appointed medium for receiving grace; and because all the parts 
of worship give expression and exercise, and thus growth, to 
holy principles. The sacraments are means whereby God sym- 
bolizes and seals to us the same truths expressed verbally in 
Revelation. They are, therefore, a kind of acted instead of 
spoken word, bringing to the soul, in a still more lively manner, 
those views of truth, which the Holy Ghost makes the occasion, 
or objective of holy exercises. 

Last, God’s providences, both prosperous and adverse, are 
powerful means of sanctification, because they impress religious 
truth, and force it home, by operating with the word and Holy 
Ghost, on our natural emotions. See Ps. cxix: 71; Heb. xii: 
10; Rom. ii: 4. But it should be remarked, that two things 
must concur for the sanctifying effect of Providences—the light 
of the word on the Providences to interpret them and give them 
their meaning, and the agency of the Holy Ghost inclining the 
heart to embrace the truths they serve to ean Mere suf- 
fering has no holiness in it. 

- Looking back, we now see that there is a sense in which 

But de Wane the the Revealed Word is the uniform means of 
Means in the other In- sanctification. It gives fulness and authority 
si to Natural Theology. It guides, authorizes, 
and instructs our worship. It is symbolized in the sacraments. 
And it shines through the Providences, which do but illustrate 
it. So that the Word is the means, after all, in all other means, 
Jno. xvii: 17. Where the Word is not, there is no holiness. 

Now, there are two graces, by whose intervention the effi- 
cacy of all these means of sanctification is 
always mediated to the soul. In other words, 
these two graces are the medza through which 
all other means come in efficacious contact with the soul. They 
may, therefore, be called the mother graces of all the others. 
They are Repentance and Faith. It is only when an object is 
apprehended by a full and active belief, that it becomes the oc- 
casion of any act of the soul.. A hundred illustrations are at 
hand, which show that this is universally true, and as true in 
~ man’s carnal, asin his spiritual life. Belief is the instigator of 
action, But in order that belief may instigate action, the 
object believed must be so related to the affections of the mind, 
that there shall be appetency and repulsion. In the case of 
saving faith, that relation is repentance—i. e., the active affec- 
tions of the regenerate soul as to holiness and sin, and the 
means for attaining the one and shunning the other. The stu- 
dent may now understand why God gives these graces such 
prominence in practical religion. They are the media for the 
exercise of all others. It follows, obviously, that repentance 
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and faith must be in perpetual exercise during the whole pro- 
gress of sanctification. 

It has been a question long mooted between Evangelical 
Christians, and Pelagians, Socinians, Jesuits, 
and Wesleyans, whether sanctification is ever 
perfect in this life. The Pelagians and So- 
cinians had an interest to assert that it may be; because such 
an opinion is necessary to establish their doctrine of justification 
by works; the Jesuits in order to uphold the possibility of 
“merits of supererogation ;” and the Wesleyans, to sustain their 
theory of free-will and the type of religion which they foster. 
As we have, practically, most to do with Wesleyans, on this 
point, and they reproduce the arguments of the others, let us 
address ourselves to their views. They assert that it is scriptu- 
ral to expect some cases of perfect sanctification in this life ; 
because, 1. The means provided by God are confessedly ade- 
quate to this complete result, should He please to bless them ; 
and that it seems derogatory to His holy character when He 
assures us that ‘this is the will of God, even our sanctification,” 
to suppose He will not hear and answer prayers for a blessing 
on those means, to any extent to which the faith of His chil- 
dren may urge those prayers. And 2. He has actually com- 
manded us to pray for entire sanctification. Ps. cxix: 5, 6. 
Surely, He does not cause the seed of Jacob to seek Him in 
vain? 3. Not only has He thus encouraged, but commanded 
us to seek perfection. See Matt. v: 48. Unless obedience 
were possible, the command-would be unjust. And 4. Perfect 
sanctification is nowhere connected with the death of the body 
by explicit texts. Indeed, the opinion that it must be, savours 
of Gnosticism, by representing that the seat of ungodliness is 
in the corporeal part, whereas, we know that the body is but 
the passive tool of the responsible spirit. As to the involuntary 
imperfections which every man, not insanely vain, must acknowl- 
edge, they are not properly sin; for God does not hold man 
cuilty for those infirmities which are the inevitable results of 
his feeble and limited nature. Here, the Wesleyan very mani- 
festly iinplies a resort to the two Pelagian principles; that man 
is not responsible for his volitions unless they are free not only 
from co-action, but from certainty; and that moral quality 
resides only in acts of choice; so that a volition which is preva- 
lently good is wholly good. Hence, those imperfections in 
saints, into which they fall through mere inattention, or sudden 
gust of temptation, contrary to their sincere bent and prefer- 
ence, incur no guilt whatever. Last: They claim actual cases 
in Scripture, as of. Noah, Gen... vi:9; Ps.:-exix:.1; Job i: 1 
and 8; Dawid, :,Ps,.xxxviie: 375: Zechariah ; Luke: i265, 1 
Jno. 11: 9. 3 

We reply : Perfection is only predicated of these saints, to 
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show that they had Christian sincerity ; that 
they had all the graces essential to the Chris- 
tian character in actual exercise. As if to 
refute the idea of their sinless perfection, Scripture in every 
case records of them some fault, drunkenness of Noah, lying of 
Abraham, adultery and murder of David, unbelief of Zecha- 
riah, Lukei: 20, while Job concludes by saying, “I abhor 
myself, and repent in dust and ashes.” 

The most objectionable trait about this theory of perfect 
sanctification, is its affinities to Jesuitism and 
Pelagianism. These are several ways mani- 
fest. We saw that the old Pelagians, admitting that a complete 
obedience is requisite for a justification by works, claimed that 
the obedience which is formally in strict accordance with the 
statute, and prevalently right in purpose, is perfectly right. We 
saw, also, how they defended this view in consistency with 
their false ethicks. For they place the moral quality of acts in 
the volition, denying any certain efficiency to subjective (as to 
objective) motive. Now, volition is, of course, an entire and 
single act. The motives of a single volition may be complex ; 
but the volition has a perfect unicity. Hence, if the morality 
of the act is wholly in the volition, and not in those’complex 
motives, if the purpose is right, it is wholly right. But say, 
with us, that the volition derives its moral quality from the sub- 
jective motives, (which is the doctrine of common sense and 
the Bible,) and it follows that a volition may have a complex 
moral character; it may be prevalently right, and yet not per- 
fectly right. Now, while volition is single, motive is complex. 
I showed you, that the least complex motive must involvea 
judgment and an appetency, and that no objective theory is 
ever inducement to volition, until it stands, in the soul’s view, in 
the category of-the true and the good, (the natural good, at 
least). In the sense of this discussion, we should include in 
une ‘subjective motive” of a given volition, all the precedaneous 
states of judgment and appetency in the soul, which have cau- 
sative influence in the rise of that volition. Then, many ele- 
ments may enter into the subjective motive of a single volition ; 
elements intellective, and elements conative. Every one of 
these elements which has a moral quality, i. e. which arises 
under the regulative power of subjective, moral disposition, may 
contribute of its moral character to the resultant volition. Now, 
then, it is the plainest thing in the world, that these elements 
may be, some unholy, and some holy. Hence, the volition, 
while possessed of an absolute singleness as a psychological 
function, may have mixed moral character,—because, simply, it 
has morally mixed subjective springs in the agent’s soul. This 
solution is simple; and in several problems it is vital. Let it 
explain itself in an instance. A good Christian man is met in 
public by a destitute person, who asks alms. With deliberate 
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consideration the relief is bestowed. The things which were 
present in the Christian’s consciousness were these: The rush 
of instinctive or animal sympathy (morally negative while 
merely animal): A rational movement of dydzy, or love (mor- 
ally good): Recollection of, and desire for Christ’s glory as dis- 
played in the succour of His creature, (morally good): The 
thought of, and pleasure in, his own applause as a philanthropist 
(morally negative at least, and if inordinate, criminal): Selfish 
appetency to retain the money needed by the destitute person, 
for his own gratification, (morally evil). And last, a judgment 
of conscience. Now, the nature of that Christian’s process of 
soul, during the instant he stood deliberating, was an adjusting 
of these concurring and competing elements of motive. The 
result was, that the better ones preponderated over the selfish 
reluctance, and the alms were given voluntarily and deliber- 
ately. Let us credit the Christian with giving the preponderant 
weight to Christian love, zeal for Christ’s honour, and the con- 
scientious judgment of obligation. Then these elements of 
motive have constituted the concrete act a prevalently godly 
one. But there ought to have been ‘no selfish reluctance! 
Then the very fact, that this evil element was there and was 
felt, and even needed suppressing, was an element of moral 
defect. There again, was the personal craving for applause, 
which was enough felt, to cause at least a partial disregard of 
our Saviour’s rule, Matt. vi: 3, at the time of giving the alms, 
or afterward. Then, this also detracts from the perfectness of 
the action. Yet it was a prevalently godly action. So, an act 
may be socially virtuous, while prevalently ungodly; or an act 
may be wholly godless and vicious. Only those, in whom con- 
cupiscence has been finally extinguished, perform perfectly 
godly acts. Such, we repeat, is the analysis of commonri-sense, 
and of the Bible. But the Wesleyan, acknowledging remain- 
ders of concupiscence in his “complete” saint, and yet assert- 
ing that his prevalently godly acts are perfect acts, has uncon- 
sciously adopted the false Pelagian philosophy, in two points : that 
“ concupiscence is not itself sinful ;” and that the “ moral quality 
resides exclusively in the act of soul.” Again: when the Wesleyan 
says that an act, to which the good man is hurried by a gust of 
temptation so sudden and violent as to prevent deliberation ; 
an act which is against his prevalent bent and purpose, and 
which is at once deplored, is an infirmity, but not a sin; he is 
pelagianizing. He has virtually made the distinction between 
mortal and venial sins, which Rome borrows from Pelagius, and 
he is founding on that heretic’s false dogmas, that responsibility 
ends when the will is no longer in eguz/zbvio. (In this case it is 
the sudden gust of temptation which suspends the equilibrium). 

There is also a dangerous affinity between these principles, 
and those horrible deductions from Pelagianism, made by the 
Jesuits, under the name of the art of “ directing the attention,” 
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and venial sins. The origin isin the same speculations of those 
early heretics. The student may see an account and refutation 
in the unrivalled “ Provincial Letters” of Blaise Pascal. The 
general doctrine is: that if, in perpetrating a crime, the direction 
of the intention is to a right end, this makes the act right, 
because the act which is prevalently right is wholly right. The 
abominations to which this Pelagian dogma led, in Jesuits’ hands, 
were such, that they contributed to their siippression. ' Itis not 
charged that Wesleyans countenance any of these immoral and 
loathesome conclusions: but their premises are dangerous, as 
appears from these results. 

To proceed: it is true that the Bible does not say, in so 
many words, that the soul’s connection with 
the present body is what makes sanctification 
necessarily incomplete. But it asserts the equivalent truth; as 
when it teaches us, that at death the saints are made perfect in 
holiness. It is no Gnosticism, but Scripture and common sense, 
to attribute some obstacles to entire sanctification to the continu- 
ance ofthe animal appetitesin man. While God’s omnipotence 
could overcome those obstacles, yet it is according to His man- 
ner of working, that He has seen fit to connect the final com- 
pleteness of His work of grace in the soul, with this last change. 
Hence, when the Scriptures show that this is His plan, we are 
prepared to believe it so. 

God commands us, says the Wesleyan, to “be perfect, 

even as our Father in heaven is perfect,” 
erent geen a whence its possibility must follow. I reply. 

True; God cannot require of us a physical 
impossibility. But our inability to keep God’s whole law per- 
fectly is not physical. It began in man’s sin. By that sin we 
lost none of those faculties which, when Adam's will was right, 
enabled him to keep God's command without sin. Our impo- 
tency is an “inability of will.’ Hence, it ought not to alter the 
demands of God’s justice on His creatures. It is right in God to 
require perfection of us, and instruct us to seek it, because His 
own perfect nature can accept no less. Did God allow an ina- 
bility of will to reduce His just claims on the creature, then the 
more sinful he became, the less guilt would attach to his short- 
comings. A creature need only render himself utterly sabe & 
to become completely irresponsible ! 
But we argue, affirmatively, that sanctification is never 
complete in this life. (a). . Because the 
Scripture says expressly that remains of sin 
exist in all living men. See, for instance, I 
Jno. i: 8; Jas. iii: 2; 1 Kings viit: 46: Prov. xx: 9. How 
can such assertions be evaded ? 

(b.) Largue it, also, from the perpetual warfare which the 
Scriptures say is going on between the flesh and the Spirit. 
See Rom. vii: 10, to end; Gal.v: 17, etc. This warfare, says 
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the Bible, constitutes the Christian life. And it is of no avail 
for the Wesleyan to attempt evading this picture of Rom. vii: 
as the language of Paul convicted but not yet converted; for 
other similar passages remain, as Rom. vili: 7; Gcl.v: 17; 
Phil. iii: 13: 1 Tim. vi: 12, etc., etc. Now, as long as the con- 
test lasts, there must be anenemy. (c). The impossibility ofa 
perfect obedience by ransomed men is clearly asserted in Scrip- 
ture. | Psiiemizy: 965 Acts .xvs 16.) [t is true;that-in the latter 
place the ceremonial law is more immediately in Peter’s view; 
bnt the whole law is included, as is obvious from his scope; and 
if either could be perfectly kept, surely the ceremonial would 
be the easier. Last: The Lord’s Prayer teaches. all Christians 
to pray for the pardon of sin; a command which would not be 
universally appropriate if this doctrine were true. And if 
human experience can settle such a point, it is wholly on our 
side ; for those who are obviously most advanced in sanctifica- 
tion, both among inspired and uninspired saints, are most 
emphatic in their confessions of shortcoming; while those who 
arrogantly claim perfect sanctification, usually discredit their 
pretentions sooner or later, by shameful falls. It is well that 
the Arminians have coupled the doctrine of falling from grace 
with this. Otherwise their own professors of complete sancti- 
fication would have refuted it with a regularity that would have 
been almost a fatality. 

Now. the Almighty Spirit could subdue all sin, in a living 
saint, if He chose. Bible truths certainly present sufficient 
inducements to act as the angels, were our wills completely 
rectified. Why God doesnot choose, in any case, to work this 
complete result in this life, we cannot tell. ‘Even so, Father; 
for so it seemed good in Thy sight.” f 

The Wesleyans are accustomed to claim a more stimulat- ° 

ing influence toward the pursuit of holiness, - 
° -for their doctrine, and to reproach ours with 

paralyzing results. They say, that with a 
rational agent, hope is a necessary element in the incentives to 
exertion; and that it is unnatural and impossible a man should 
attempt, in good earnest, what he thinks impossible to be 
achieved. But tell him that success, though arduous,is possible, 
and he will strain every nerve, and at least make great progress. 
‘They say that Calvinists practically teach their. converts not to 
aim high,and to make up their minds to low attainments in holi- 
ness. And hence the feeble and crippled character of the most 
of the religion exhibited in their churches. We reply, that this 
calculation misrepresents the facts, and leaves out one of the 
most important of them. We do not forbid hope. We teach 
our people to hope for constant advances in holiness, by which 
they approach perfection continually, without actually reaching 
it in this life. The essential fact left out of the estimate is the 
invincible opposition of the new nature to all sin. The man 
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renewed by God is incapable of contenting himself with any 
degree of sin. Here is the safeguard against the cessation of 
the struggle under the discouraging belief that victory is only 
after death. If the indwelling enemy is thus as long-lived as 
the body, and immortal as long as the body lives, yet truce 1s 
impossible because the hostilily of the new-born soul to it 1s 
unquenchable. Does it follow from this view, that the life must 
bea life-long battle? Ireply, even so; this is just what the 
Bible represents it to be. 

We canretort on the Wesleyan, a juster objection to the 
working of his theory. By giving a false definition of what per- 
‘fection is, it incurs a much greater risk of inciting false pride, 
and dragging the conscience into a tolerance of what it calls 
guiltless, or venial infirmities, The Bible-Christian, the more he 
is conformed to God, advances just so much the more in tender- 
ness aud perspicacity of conscience. Sin grows more odious, 
just as holiness grows more attractive. Thus, when there is, in 
God’s view, less indwelling sin to extirpate in the heart, it is 
nerved by its contrition to a more determined war against what 
remains. Thusan ever progressive sanctification is provided for, 
conformably to the rational and free nature of man. But our 
question is: Ifthe Christian be taught that what remains of 
indwelling sin, after a distinctive and decisive reign of grace 
beginsin the soul, *‘is infirmity but not sin,’ do we not run a 
terrible risque of encouraging him to rest on the laurels of past 
attainments; do we not drug his conscience, and do we not thus 
prepare the way for just those backslidings, by which these high 
pretenders have so frequently signalized their scheme? Wes- 
leyans sometimes say, that their doctrine of perfect sanctifica- 
tion, as defined by them, amounts to precisely the same with 
our statement concerning those better Christians, who, with 
Caleb and Joshua, (Numb. xiv: 24), “followed the Lord 
fully,’ and who enjoy an assurance of their own grace and sal- 
vation. Our objection is, that a dangerous and deluding state- 
ment is thus made of a scriptural truth. All Christians 
should be urged to these higher spiritual attainments; but they 
should not be taught to call that “perfection,” which is not 
really perfect, nor to depreciate their remaining sins into mere 
“infirmities,” 
| A form of virtual perfectionism has become current 
recently, among Christians whose antecedents were not Armin- 
ian, but Reformed. They call themselves advocates of the 
‘Higher Christian Life.” This stage, they say, is reached by 
those who were before Christians, by a species of second con- 
version. The person gains his own full consent to undertake, 
in reliance on Christ, a life entirely above sin; a life which shall 
tolerate no form or grade of shortcoming. As soon as this full 
resolve is entertained, and is pleaded before God with an entire 
faith, the believer receives the corresponding grace and strength, 
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in accordance with the promise; “Ask and ye shall-receive.” 
This attainment is often accompanied with a new “baptism of 
the Spirit,’ bestowing this full victory over sin, with a perfect 
assurance of acceptance; which baptism is immediately and 
infallibly recognized by the recipient, and in some cases, is 
even perceptible to bystanders, by infallible signs. Thence- 
foward, the recipient “walks in the light,” enjoys perfect 
peace, and lives above all sin. It is pleaded by the advocates 
of this claim; that there is no limit to the gospel promises, nor 
to the merits of Christ, nor to the paternal grace of God; that 
the only reason we do not get fuller grace is, that we do not 
believingly ask it: and that no scriptural limit may be put’ 
upon this last proposition, this side of a perfect victory over 
sin. If, say they, men had a perfect faith to ask, they would 
receive of Christ’s fulness a perfect answer. They quote such 
promises as these; “Open thy mouth wide, and I will fill it,” 
Psat 10) “Ask and ye shall receive,’ Matt. vii: 8: “This 
is the will of God, even your sanctification.” 1 Thess. iv: 3. 
That the promises of God in Christ hold out indefinite 
encouragement to believers, is a precious truth. That it is the 
duty of all to press forward to the mark, is indisputable. | But 
when men say, that a perfect faith would receive a perfect 
answer, they are but uttering a valueless truism. The man who 
had a perfect faith would be a perfect man. He would need no 
more sanctification. Unfortunately for this theory, the indwell- 
ing sin which creates the need for farther sanctification, inevit- 
ably involves some imperfection and weakness of the faith. 
We shall always have to raise the disciples’ cry; ‘ Lord increase 
eunfaith,) asione asi we cry: for:incredse of grace. So, if a 
believer's heart were finally, immutably, and perfectly united, 
through every. moment, in the resolve to live, by Christ’s 
strength, absolutely above. sin, he would doubtless meet with 
no rebuff in any petition for strength, at Christ’s throne of 
grace. . But in order to have sucha state of purpose, there 
must be no indwelling sin in that heart. This scheme, stripped 
of its robes, comes therefore to this truism: ‘“ Were a man abso- 
lutely perfect, he would be absolutely perfect?” The picture of 
the Christian's militant life, which we ever see portrayed in 
Scripture, is that of an imperfect, but progressive faith uniting 
him to his Saviour, always finding Him faithful to His promises, 
and always deriving from Him measures of grace correspond- 
ing to the vigour of its exercise, yet always leaving room for 
‘farther advances. There is an exceedingly broad and conclu- 
sive argument against all forms of perfectionism in this fact: 
That the provisions of grace described in the Bible are all pro- 
visions for imperfect and sinning men. The gospel isa religion 
for sinners, not for glorified saints. This is the only conception 
of it which appears in any part of scripture. 
_ Only a little experience and scriptural knowledge are nec- 
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essary, to make us view the claims of .the spiritual baptism 
advanced above, with suspicion. The immediate visitation of 
the Holy Ghost should attest itself by miraculous “signs,” by 
“tongues,” or “gifts of healings;” as it did in apostolic days. 
If these be lacking, we have no other test of its presence, than 
the fruits of holy living; and for these we should wait. The 
Christian who, instead of waiting for this attestation, presumes 
on an intuitive and infallible consciousness of the endowment, 
can never scripturally know but that the impulse he mistakes 
for the Spirit’s baptism is natural fanaticism, or the temptation 
of him, who is able to transform himself into an angel of light. 


LECTURE LVIL 
SANCTIFICATION AND GOOD WORKS.—Concluded. 


SYLLABUS, 


5. What is the Subject of Sanctification; man’s fallen Nature, or something 
else? Andare Sanctification and mortification of sin progressive ? 
“* Notes on Genesis,”” by C. H. M. of Dublin, p. 200, &c. ‘‘ Waymarks in the 
Wilderness,”’ by Jas. Inglis, Vol i, p. 10; Vol. iii, pp. 75-332; Vol. v, pp. 
29, 37, &c., Dr. Jno. Owen, on Indwelling Sin. 
6. What constitutes an Evangelical Good Work? Are any works of the natural 


man godly works ? 
Turrettin, Loc. xvii, Qu. 4. Dick, Lect. 76. Hill, bk. v, ch. 4.. Hodge’s 
Theol. pt. ili, ch. 18, ¢ 4. 
7. Can man merit of God, by works? What the Doctrine of Rome concerning 
congruous and condign Merit ? 
Turrettin, Qu. 5. Hill, as above 32. Knapp, 2108, 125. Hodge as above. 
8. State and refute the Popish Doctrine of Concila Perfectionts, and Superero- 


gation. 
Th. Aquinas, Pars Prima Secunda, Qu. 108. Suppl, Qu. 13. Turrettin, 
Loc. xi, Qu. 4. Knapp, ¢125. Hill as above. Hodgeas above. 

9g. What the standard for our sanctification ? Show the value and relation of 


Christ’s example thereto. 
Dick. Lect. 75. Knapp, 117. Chalmer’s Theol, Inst. Vol. ii, ch. 10. 


"THE relation between regeneration and sanctification has 
been stated: The first implants a life which the second 
pr et nourishes and develops. It is the heart of 

wiped ivi Fro- man, or his soul, which is the seat of the 

first. It is, of course, the same heart, which 
is the seat of the second. The latter is defined in our Cate- 
chism (Qu. 35), as a “work of God’s free grace, whereby we 
are renewed in the whole man after the image of God, and are. 
enabled more and more to die unto sin, and live unto righteous- 
ness.” See also Larger Catech., Qu. 75, and Conf. of Faith, 
ch. 13,§ 1. We regard sanctification then as advancing that 
renovation of man’s heart, which regeneration begins. The 
process of sanctification and that of the mortification of sin are 
counterparts. The more we live unto righteousness, the more 
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we die unto sin. Grace and indwelling sin are complementary 
quantities, if a material illustration may be borrowed, such that 
the increase of the one is the corresponding decrease of the 
other. But in opposition to this established view of the 
Reformed Churches, the Plymouth Brethren’s 
theology asserts that both the ideas of the 
mortification of the “old man” and of progressive sanctifica- 
tion are false. They ascribe the same completeness to sancti- 
fication from its inception, as to justification; if they do not 
quite combine them. Thus: (“ Waymarks in the Wilderness,” 
vol. ili, pp. 342, 343), regeneration is defined: “It is a new 
birth, the imparting of a new life, the implantation of a new 
nature, the formation of a newman. The old nature remains in 
all its distinctness; and the new nature is introduced in all 
its distinctness. This new nature has its own desires, its own 
habits, its own tendencies, its own affections. All these are 
spiritual, heavenly, divine. Its aspirations are all upward. It 
is ever breathing after the heavenly source from which it ema- 
nated. Regeneration is to the soul what the birth of Isaac was 
to the household of Abraham. Ishmael remained the same 
Ishmael, but Isaac was introduced.” On p. 80th, ‘‘ Be warned 
that the old nature is unchanged. The hope of transforming 
that into holiness is vain as the dream of a philosopher’s stone, 
which was to change the dross of earth into gold.” .... “On 
the other hand, never be discouraged by new proof, that 
that which is born of the flesh is flesh. It is there; but it is 
condemned and crucified with its affections and lusts. Reckon 
it so, and that therefore ypu are no longer to serve it. It is 
just as true, that that which is born of the Spirit is spirit, and 
remains uncontaminated by that with which it maintains a 
ceaseless conilict;’. So. vol. v,.p. 302. “Thus, two men there 
are in the Christian: so hath he evil; and so hath he not evil. 
If therefore he purge out the evil, it is his new man purging 
out his old man. Now these two men, within the control of 
the personality of the Christian, are real men, having each his 
own will, his own energy, and his own enjoyment.” 

In answer to this exaggerated view, we assert, first, that 
while the Apostle, Rom. vii : 23, speaks of 
“another law in his members, warring against 
the. law, of his. .mind)” «the Scriptures 
nowhere say that regeneration implants a “new nature; or that 
the Christian has in him “two natures;”’ much less, two “real 
men.” Shall I be reminded of Gal. v: 17, where the “ Spirit.” 
and “flesh? dust against. each ‘other? “The “Spirit” is the 
Holy Ghost. So judges Calvin; and so the scope of Paul’s 
context, in verses 16th and 18th, decides. So, in that chapter, 
it is a violence to the Apostle’s meaning, to represent the 
“works of the flesh,” verse 19th, &c., and the “fruits of the 
Spirit,” verse 23d, as occupying the same man, in full force, 
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cotemporaneously. The 24th verse shows, that the latter 
extrude and succeed the former; and that this result is the evi- 
dence of a state of grace. Our popular language sometimes 
uses the word “nature” in the sense of moral Hadédztus ; and we 
speak of grace as “changing the nature,” or “ producing a new 
nature.” But in strictness, the language is neither philosophi- 
cal, nor scriptural. <A “nature” is the essentia, the aggregate 
of essential attributes with which the creature was zatus. 
Were this changed, the personal identity would be gone, and 
the whole responsibility dissolved. The fall did not change 
man’s essentia ; nor does the new creation; each changed the 
moral fadiius of man’s powers: the fall to depravity, the new 
creation back towards holiness. The notion of two personali- 
ties also, in one man, is preposterous. Here the appeal to con- 
sciousness is decisive. If there were either two “natures” or 
two “real men,” every Christian must have a dual conscious- 
ness. But I need not dwell on the truth which every man 
knows, that, while there is a vital change, consciousness is as 
much one, as in the unrenewed state. The explanation given 
in the last lecture solves this whole confusion. While the will 
is one, motives are complex. Regeneration works a prevalent, 
but not absolute revolution, in the moral disposition regulative 
of the Christian’s motives. Amidst the complex of subjective 
states which leads to any one volition, some elements may be 
spiritual and some carnal. As regeneration established a new 
and prevalent (though not exclusive) law of disposition, so 
sanctification confirms and extends that new law in introducing 
more and more of the right elements, and more and more 
extruding the wrong elements. 

Let us, second, bring the matter to the test of Scripture. 
The thing which is renewed is the sinful soul. 
Eph. 4vie237 idee ror ete te eee 
i: 21, 22. Both the sanctification of the soul, and the mortifi- 
cation of sin are expressly declared to be progressive processes. 
Let the student consult the following references: ~2 Cor. 1: 22; 
Vu55 Acts: xk 30" 3" Cart Ton «cnn. (ieee eon ree 
it 13-15 So 1 “Thess: v.23 Vo 'Coravit- a). eo. wae te a eee 
iy 2 2 (Peter, did? 13 Rom, vie 1 oe oe ene Co ee 
Bible compares the saint to living and growing things; as the 
vine, the fruit tree, the plant of corn, the infant; all of which 
exhibit their lives in growth. Grace is also compared to the 
“morning light, waxing brighter and brighter to the perfect day ;” 
and to the leaven, spreading through the whole vessel of meal: 
and to the mustard-seed, the smallest sown by the Jewish 
husbandman, but gradually growing to the largest of herbs. 
Is not the rhetoric of the Word just? Then we must suppose 
the analogy exists; and that spiritual life, like vegetable and 
animal, regularly displays its power by growth. These innova- 
tors borrow the Popish plea, that “the new-creation, being God’s 
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work, must be perfect.” Ireply; The infant is also a work of 
God’s power and skill; but he is designed to grow to an adult. 

We find this idea incompatible, in the third place, with the 
laws of a finite rational creature. These 
ordain, that every faculty, affection, and 
habit must grow by their exercise, or be 
enervated by their disuse and suppression. Depravity grows 
in sinners, (2 Tim. iii : 13) as long as it is unchecked. So, holi- 
ness must grow by its exercise. Even the pagan Horace under- 
stood this,—Cvescentem sequitur cura pecuniam, majorumaque 
fames. This being the law of man’s mutable nature, it must 
follow, that, as exercise increases the principles of holiness, so 
the denial of self and flesh must enervate and diminish the 
principles of sin. 

I object, in the last place, to the antinomian tendencies 
which are, at least latently, involved in this 
scheme. If one believes that he has two 
“real men,” or “two natures” 1n him, he will 
be tempted to argue that the new man is in no way responsible 
for the perversity of the old. Here is a perilous deduction. 
But the next is worse, as it is more obvious. If the new nature 
is complete at first; and the old nature never loses any of its 
strength until death; then the presence, and even the flagrancy 
of indwelling sin need suggest to the believer no doubts what- 
ever, whether his faith is spurious. How can it be denied that 
there is here terrible danger of carnal security in sin? How 
different this from the Bible which says Jas. i: 18, ‘Show 
me thy faith without thy, works; and I will show thee my 
faith by my works.” If then any professed believer finds the 
“old man” in undiminished strength, this is proof that he has 
never “put on the new man.” If the flesh is reviving, spiritual 
life is just to that extent receding; and just in degree as that 
recession proceeds, has he scriptural ground to suspect that his 
faith is (and always was) dead. | 

There is a gospel sense, in which the Scriptures speak of 
the acts and affections of Christians as good 
works. By this, it is not meant that they are 
perfect, that they could stand the strictness 
of the divine judgment, or that they are such as would receive 
the reward of eternal life under the Covenant of Works. Yet 
they are essentially different in moral quality from. the actions 
of the unrenewed; and they do express a new and holy nature, 
as the principle from which they spring. There is also a cer- 
tain sense in which God approves and rewards them. How are 
these evangelical actions of the soul defined? We conceive 
that the Scripture characterizes them thus: 1. They must be 
the -actions of a regenerate soul; because no other can have 
the dispositions to prompt such actions, and feel such motives 
as must concur. See Matt. xii: 33, or vil: 17, 18. 2. The 
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action must be, in form, regulated by the revealed will of God; 
for He allows no other rule of right and wrong for the creature. 
No act of obedience to rules of mere human or ecclesiastical 
device can claim to be a good work; it is more probably an 
offence “unto” God: See Deut. “wiite see 1 yal ei 
Matt. xv: 9. As God’s will is to us practically the fountain of 
authority and obligation, it is obviously unreasonable that the 
debtor should decide for the creditor, how much or what the 
former sees fit to pay. And moreover, such is the distance 
between God and man, and the darkness of the sinful mind of 
man, we are no suitable judges of what service is proper to 
render God. Man’s duty is simply what God requires of him. 
Can we err in defining good works as the right performance of 
duty ? 3. In order for that performance to be a good work, 
its prevalent motive or motives must be holy: and among these, 
especially, must be a respectful, righteous, and filial regard, 
either habitual or express, to the will of God commanding the 
act. \Sée'f Cor, x: 317 Rom; xi'726, and xia) aNowrmens 
ple of common sense is plainer, than that the quality of the act | 
depends on the quality of the intention. An act not intended | 
to please God is, of course, not pleasing in His sight, no matter. 
how conformed in outward shape to His precepts. 
Such works are not perfectly, but prevalently holy. I have 
A Work not per- more than once remarked, that the motive of 
fectly Holy may be most of our volitions is a complex of several 
prevalenity: so. appetencies. Now, this habitual, or present 
filial regard to God’s authority may be the prevalent motive of 
a given act; and yet it may be short of that fulness and strength 
which the perfect rectitude and goodness of the heavenly Father 
deserve. It may also be associated with other lower motives. 
Of these, some may be personal, and yet legitimate ; as a reas- 
onable subordinate regard to our own proper welfare. (The 
presence of such a motive inthe complex would not make the 
volition sinful.) But other motives may, and nearly always do, 
mix with our regard for God, which are not only personal, but 
sinful: either because inordinate, or impure, as a cravipg for 
applause, or a desire to gratify a spiteful emulation. Remem- 
bering the views established in the last lecture, you will perceive 
that in such a case, the volition would be on the whole, right 
_and pious, and still short of perfect rightness, or even involving, 
with its holiness, a taint of sin, | 
But the best natural virtues of the heathen, and of all un- 
No True Good converted persons, come short of being gos- 
Works done by Un- pel good works. See, for instance, Gen. vi : 
converted or Heathen.t:'¢ ‘ond Rom, vise) This vtrubereea ieee 
assertion made of the total depravity of the race, and its 
grounds. It will be remembered that we did not deny the sec- 
ular sincerity of the social virtues, which many pagans and un- 
renewed men possess. Nor did we represent that their virtues 
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were equal to the vices of the wicked. But what we mean is, 
that while nearer right than the open vices, they are still shori 
of right; because they lack the essential motive, regard to 
God's revealed will and the claims of His love. ‘‘ God is not in 
all their thoughts.” Now, as our relation to God is the nearest 
and most supreme, an act which ignores this, however right it 
may be in other motives, still remains prevalently wrong in the 
sight of God. It does not reach the level of Bible holiness at 
all, though it may rise much nearer towards it than the sins of 
the reprobate. We do not, then, represent God as judging the 
amiable and decent transgressor equal to a monster of crime, 
nor condemning all secular virtues as spurious and worthless 
between man and man. 
The proposition, that even the good works of believers do 
”. Merit. Rome’s Not earn eternal! life by their intrinsic merit, 
Distinction into Con- has been found very repugnant to human 
gruous and Condign. pride. ° Rome consequently seeks to evade 
the omission of it, by her distinction of congruous and condign 
merit. (MJeritum de congruo de condigno.) The former she 
makes only a qualified kind of merit. It is that favourable 
quality which attaches to the good works done by the unre- 
newed man before conversion, which properly moves God to 
bestow on him the help of His grace. The condign merit is 
that which attaches to evangelical good works done after con- 
version, by the help of grace, which, by its proper value and 
force, entitles the believer to eternal life. True, Bellarmine and 
the Council of Trent, with the most of Romanists, say that eternal 
life comes to the obedient believer partly by the merit of his own 
works, and partly by virtue of Christ’s promise and purchase; 
so that. were there no Saviour, human merit would come short 
of earning heaven. But they hold this essentially erroneous 
idea, that, in the gracious works of the justified man, there is a 
real and intrinsic merit of reward. 
To clear up this matter, let us observe that the word merit 
; is used in two senses, the one strict or proper, 
renee t strictly the other loose. Strictly speaking, a merito- 
: rious work is that to which, on on account of 
its own intrinsic value and dignity, the reward is justly due from 
commutative justice. But when men use the word loosely, they 
include works deserving of approval, and works to which a fe- 
ward is anyhow attached as a consequence. Now, in these lat- 
ter senses, no one denies that the works of the regenerate are 
meritorious. They are praiseworthy, in asense. They are fol- 
lowed by a recompense. But in the strict sense, of righteously 
bringing God in the doer’s debt, by their own intrinsic moral 
value, no human works are meritorious. The chief confusion 
of thought, then, which is to be cleared away, is that between 
the approvable and the meritorious. An actis not meritorious, 
only because it is morally approvable. 
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Note further, that it is wholly another thing to do works 
which may fall within the terms of some cov- 
enant of promise, which God may have gra- 
ciously bestowed. If the king is pleasea, in his undeserved 
kindness, to promise the inheritance for the doing of some little 
service utierly inadequate to the reward, and if any creature 
complies with the terms exactly, then the king is, of course, 
bound to give what he has engaged. But he is bound by fidel- 
ity to himself, not by commutative justice to the service ren- 
dered ; for that, intrinsically, is inadequate. 

In the strict sense, then, no work of man brings God in the 
doer’s debt, to reward him. The work which 
is worthy of this must have the following 
traits: It must be one which was not already 
owed to God. See Luke xvii: 10. It must be done in the 
man’s own strength; for if he only does it by the strength of 
Christ, he cannot take to himself the credit of it. ‘It is not he 
that liveth, but Christ that liveth in him.” It must be perfectly 
and completely right; for if stained with defect, it cannot merit. 
Last, it must be of sufficient importance.to bear some equitable 
ratio to the amount of reward. One would not expect a large 
sum of money as wages for the momentary act of handing a 
draught of water, however cheerfully done. Now, it is plain 
at the first glance, that no work of man to God can bring Him, 
by its own intrinsic merit, under an obligation to reward. All 
our works are owed to God; if all were done, we should only 
“have done what was our duty todo.” No right work is done 
in our own mere strength. None are perfect. There is no 
equality between the service of a fleeting life and an inheritance 
of eternal glory. 

We may argue, farther, that the congruous merit of the 
Papist is imaginary, because nothing the un- 
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AA THER SPC onghyiy: believer does can please God : y Without 
faith it is impossible to please Him.” “ They 
that are in the flesh cannot please God,” Every man is under 


condemnation, until he believes on Christ with living faith. But 
if the person is under condemnation, none of his acts can merit. 
Second: There is an irreconcilable contrast between grace and 
merit. See Rom. xi: 6, The two are mutually exclusive, and 
cannot be combined. Grace is undeserved bestowal; merit 
purchases by its desert. This being so, it is vain for the Papist 
to attempt to excuse his error of a congruous merit subordinated 
to, and dependent on, free grace, by any false analogies of first 
and second causes. The human affection or act springing out 
of grace, may have approvableness, but no sort of merit. The 
practical remark should be made here, that when the awakened 
sinner is thus encouraged to claim saving graces as due to the 
congruous merit of his strivings, tears, reformations, or sacra- 
ments, he is put in the greatest peril of mistaking the way of 
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salvation, grieving the Spirit, and falling into a fatal self-righte- 
ousness. What more insolent and deadly mistake can be made, 
than this telling of God, on the part of a miserable sinner, pen- 
sioner on His mere mercy, that the wretch’s carnal, selfish striv- 
ings, or expedients, have brought the Almighty in his debt, ina 
sense, to bestow saving helps? Third; The whole Scripture 
holds forth the truth, that Christ bestows saving graces, not 
because of any form of merit, but in spite of utter demerit. 
We receive them “without money and without price.’ It 
was “when we were enemies, that we were reconciled to 
God by the death of His Son.” Even the saint seeking grace 
always, in the Scripture seeks it purely of grace. Much more 
mst thetemmerweoce ‘ks. li: 1-4: Danwine 13 3 1 Time 1 3 ae 
16. In conclusion of this point, it will be instructive to notice 
the close connection between this claim of ‘‘ congruous merit,” 
and the value attached by those Protestants who are syner- 
gists, to those expedients which they devise, to prepare the 
way for faith, Awakened sinners are encouraged to use them, 
and to look to them, not indeed as justifying; but as some- 
how leading on to more saving graces. Yet, there is a cer- 
tain relationship of sequence, between the exercisings and 
strivings of carnal convictionand saving converson. ‘They that 
be whole need nota physician, but they that be sick.” The 
pangs of the sick man have a certain instrumentality in prompt- 
ing him to send forthe physician who cures him. In this sense 
they may be viewed as useful. But, fer se, they are not in the 
least degree curative they are but parts of the disease, whose 
only tendency is death. 

That no merit of condignity attaches even to the good 
works of saints, is clear from the conditions 
we have shown to be requisite. (See page 
680). The most conclusive passages are 
SucWeasr mesemuintike: XVii'0, 20; Rome vi: 234 \v 7 19-184 
Pons siS—-109 2). Tim.i:9; Titus ai 5, and such like. The 
first gives an argument by analogy, founded on the Judean 
husbandman’s relation to his bondsman (his dovdo¢ not his hire- 
ling). The master had legitimate property in his labour and 
industry—not in his moral personality, which belonged inalien- 
ably to God. Hence, when the bondsman rendered that ser- 
vice, the master did not for a moment think that he was thereby 
pecuniarily indebted to him for a labour which was already his 
own property: however he might regard the docility and 
fidelity of the bondsman highly approvable, he never dreamed 
that he owed him wages therefor. So we are God’s property. 
He has, at the outset of our transacting with Him, ownership 
in all our service. Hence, if we even served Him perfectly, 
(which we never do,) we could not claim that we had paid God 
any overplus of our dues, or brought Him into our debt. He 
might approve our fidelity, but He would owe us no wages. In 
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Rom. vi: 23, the Apostle actually breaks the symmetry of his 
antithesis, in order to teach that we merit nothing of God's 
commutative justice. Death is the wages which sin earns: but 
eternal life is the gift of God, and not wages earned by the 
Christian. The remaining passages teach the same. 

Turrettin sustains this view farther, by showing that the 
gracious acts, for which Romanists claim merit of condignity, 
and the eternal life attached to them, are always spoken of as 
the Father’s gifts; that they are always spoken of as the Re- 
deemer’s purchase; that the Christians who do them are repre- 
sented in the Bible as acknowledging themselves “ unprofitable 
servants ;” and that they always confess the unworthiness of 
their best works, especially in view of the everlasting reward. 
The Scriptures which might be collected under these heads 
would present an overwhelming array of proof. 

But carnal men strongly resent this conclusion; and urge, 

It does not Follow aS though it were a self-evident refutation, 
that because Sin Merits, that as sin and good works are in antithesis, 
Su NY Gti: 1). we cannot hold that man’s sin carries a true 
and essential desert of punishment, and deny that his good 
work carries an equal desert of reward. To affix the one and 
refuse the other, they exclaim, would be a flagrant injustice. I 
reply: Between human rulers and ruled, it would. But they 
forget here the prime fact, that God is the Maker and sovereign 
Proprietor of men. The property. may be delinquent towards 
its sovereign Owner, but it cannot make the Owner delinquent 
to.it. Ifeit fails in due service, 1t injures the »rights, of ats 
Owner: if it renders the service, it only satisfies those rights ; 
nothing more. But here a certain concession should be made. 
While a creature’s perfect obedience is not meritorious of any 
claim of reward upon his Lord, in the strict sense, there isa 
relation of moral propriety between such obedience and reward. 
We saw that it appeared unreasonable to claim everlasting 
reward for temporal service. But does not a perfect temporal 
service deserve of God temporal reward? I would say, in a 
eertain sense, Yes; supposing the creature in a state of inno- 
cency and harmony with his Lord. That is, it would be incon- 
sistent with God’s rectitude and benevolence, to begin to visit 
On this innocent creature the evils due to sin, before he trans- 
. gressed. God would not infringe, by any suffering or wrath, 
that natural blessedness, with which His own holiness and good- 
ness always leads Him to endow the state of innocency. But 
. here the obligation is to God’s own perfections, rather than to 
the creature’s merit. 

Some have supposed these views to be inconsistent with 

Did Adam and Elect the terms of the Covenant of Works between 
Angels Merit under God and the elect angels, and God and Adam. 
Covenant of Works? osThey.say.that® Pauk, Rom. de ai Soandeames 
6, in drawing the contrast already cited between works and 
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g ice, assigns condign merit to a perfect service done undera 
Cyuvenant of Works. “To him that worketh is the reward 
revkoned not of grace, but of debt.” I reply: this of course, 
is true of works done under a covenant of works: but to over- 
throw, the Reformed argument, they must show that it would be 
true also of works done under the natural’ relation to God, as 
Lerd before any covenant of promise. When once God has 
gratuitously condescended to promise, a claim of right for the 


perfect service rendered does emerge: of course. It emerges ° 


out of God's fidelity; not out of commutative justice. And 
when the creature, as Gabriel for instance, complies with the 
covenanted terms perfectly, and in his own strength, he gets his 
reward on different terms from those of the pardoned sinner. 
There is, in a sense, an earning under compact; such as the 
sinner can never boast; and this, we presume, is all the Apostle 
ever meant. : 
It only remains, on this head, to explain the relation 
in What Sense aie between the good works: of the justified be- 


Believer’s Works Re- liever and his heavenly reward. It is ex- )/- 


warded: plained by the distinction between an intrinsic 


and original merit of reward, and the hypothetical merit granted 
by promise. Ifthe slave fulfills his master’s orders, he does not 
bring the latter in his debt. ‘ He is an unprofitable servant ; 
he has. only done what was his duty to do.” But if the master 
chooses, in mere generosity, to promise freedom and an inheri- 


tance of a thousand talents for some ‘slight service, cheerfully - 


performed, then the service must be followed by the reward. 
The master owes it not to the intrinsic value of the slave’s acts, 
(the actual pecuniary addition made thereby to the master’s 
wealth may be little or nothing,) but to his own word. Now, in 
this sense, the blessings of heaven bear the relation of a “ free 
reward’ to the believer’s service. It contributes nothing essen- 
tial to earning the inheritance; in that point of view it is as 
wholly gratuitous to the believer, as though he had been all the 


~ 


time asleep. The essential merit that earned itis Christ’s. Yet / 


it is related to the loving obedience of the believer, as appointed 
consequence. ‘Thus it appears how all the defects in his evan- 
gelical obedience (defects which, were he under a legal cove- 
nant, would procure the curse, and not blessing,) are covered 
by the Saviour’s righteousness; so that, through Him, the 
inadequate works receive a recompense. Moreover, it is clearly 
taught that God has seen fit, in apportioning degrees of blessed- 
ness to different justified persons, to measure them by the 
amount of their good works. See Matt. xvi: 27; 1 Cor. iii: 
8, of which Turrettin remarks, that the reward is “ according 
to,” but not ‘on account of” the works. See-also, 2 Cor. ix: 
6; Luke xix: 17, 18. Not only the sovereignty, but the 
wisdom and righteousness of a gracious God are seen in this 
arrangement. Thus a rational motive is applied to educe dili- 
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gent obedience. Thus it is evinced that the gospel is not a 
ministration of indolence or disobedience ; and God’s verdicts 
in Christ not inconsistent with natural justice. It is thus, because 
the grace given on earth is a preparation of the soul for more 
grace in heaven. And last, good works are the only practical 
and valid test of the genuineness of that faith, by which believ- 
ers receive the perfect merits of Christ. This last fact, especi- 
ally, makes it proper that the “free reward” shall be bestowed 
“according to their works ;’’ and explains a multitude of pas- 
sages, which Papists suppose make the reward depend on 
the works. 

It may be said that the Romish Church is indebted to the 

8. Works of Super- age of Thomas Aquinas, and most probably 

erogation, Source of to him, for the final theory of ‘works of 
Eee: supererogation.” He found among the Fath- 
ers, the distinction between Christ’s precepta and concilia, This 
distinction pretending to find its grounds in certain texts of the 
New Testament, more probably had its origin in a desire to 
imitate the exoteric and the esoteric, higher and lower, morals 
of the New Platonists. The instances of Conczlia usually quoted 
are those of, Matt.,xixs,.t2,and, 21/:)4,,Con viti ie Sa 
XXi: 23, 24, and they are usually grouped by them under the 
three virtues of voluntary poverty, perpetual chastity, and reg- 
ular obedience. The Church had long held, that while every 
one must strive to obey all the precepts of Christ, on pain of 
damnation, he is not expressly bound to comply with the ‘“ coun- 
cils of perfection.” If he sees fit to omit them, he incurs no 
wrath. They are but recommendations. Yet, if his devoted 
spirit impels him to keep them for the glory of God, he thereby 
earns supererogatory merit, superfluous to his own justification. 
Aquinas now proceeds to build on this foundation thus: One 
man can worka righteousness, either penal or supererogatory, 
so that its imputation to his brother may take place. What else, 
he argues, is the meaning of Gal. vi: 2; “ Bear ye one another's 
burdens,” etc.? And among men, one man’s generous efforts 
are permitted in a thousand ways to avail for another, as in 
suretyships. “But with God, love avails for more than with 
men.’ Yea, a less penance is a satisfaction for a brother's 
guilt than would be requisite for one’s own, in the case of an — 
- equal sin. Because the purer disinterestedness, displayed in 
atoning for the penitential guilt of a brother, renders it more 
amiable in the sight of God, and so, more expiatory. If a sin- 
ning believer hits himself twenty blows with his whip on his 
bare shoulders, it may be that a selfish fear of purgatory is a 
large part of his motive; and God will subtract from the merit 
of the act accordingly. But when he does it for his brother’s 
sin, it is pure disinterested love and zeal for God’s honor, the 
twenty blows will count for more. 

The philosopher then resorts to the doctrine of the unity 
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Imputation of Super- Of the Church, and the communion of saints 
erogatory Merit, and in each other’s graces and sufferings, to show 
depen wie? sthat: the tmentiof these supererogatory ser- 
vices and sufferings is imputed to others. 

There is, in the holy Catholic Church then, a treasury to which 
all this spare merit flows. As the priesthood hold the power 
of the keys, they of course are the proper persons to dispense 
and apply it. But as the unity of the Church is especially rep- 
resented in its earthly head, the Pope, he especially is the proper 
person to have’ charge of the ‘treasury. And this is the 
way zzdulgentia is procured; the Pope imputes some of this 
supererogatory merit of works and penance out of the Church 
treasure; whence the remission to the culprit of the penitential 
and purgatorial satisfaction due from him for sin. But his con- 
fession, absolution, and contrition are necessary; otherwise 
indulgence does no good, because without these exercises the 
man’s own personal penance would have done no good. Last, 
this indulgence may properly be given by the Church, in return 
for money, provided it be directed to a holy use, as repairing 
churches, building monasteries, etc. (He forgot our Saviour’s 
words: ‘Freely ye have received, freely give.’’) 

The overthrow of all this artificial structure is very easy for 
the Protestant. We utterly deny the distinc- 
sels of Perfection Re- tion of the pretended “counsels of perfec- 
mp s tion,’ from the precepts, as wicked and 
senseless. It is impossible that it can hold: because we are 
told that the precepts go to this extent, viz: requiring us to 
love God with all the soul and heart and mind, and strength. 
If, then, any Christian has indeed found out that his circumstances 
are such, the refraining from a given act, before and elsewhere 
indifferent, has become necessary to Christ’s highest glory; 
then for him it is obligatory, and no longer optional. “ Tohim 
that knoweth to do good, and doeth it not, to him it is sin.” 
Femmes own instance refutes her:!> In Matt. xix: 23, 24; 
the rich ruler incurs, by rejecting our Saviour’s counsel, 
not the loss of supereragatory merit, but the loss of heaven! 
Again: how can he have superfluity who lacks enough for him- 
self? But all lack righteousness for their own justification ; for 
“in many things we offend all.” So, the Scriptures utterly 
repudiate the notion that the righteousness of one man is impu- 
table to another. Christian fellowship carries no such result. 
It was necessary (for reasons unfolded in the discussion of the 
Mediator), that God should effectuate the miracle of the hypo- 
static union, in order to make a Person, whose merit was 
imputable. “None. of them can by any means redeem his 
brother, or give to God a ransom for him.” Nor does the 
Protestant recognize the existence of that penitential guilt, 
which is professed to be remitted by the indulgence. 

The standard set for the believer’s sanctification is the 
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8. Standard of Sanc- Character of God as expressed in His precep- 
tification, Law, and tive law. This rule is perfect, and should be 
Jeses hpomele. sufficient for our guidance. But God, in 
condescension to our weak and corporeal nature, has also given 
us an example in the life of the Redeemer. And this was a sub- 
‘sidiary, yet important object of His mission. See 1 Pet. ii: 21. 
(We recognize in its proper place, this prophetic function of the 
Mediator, which the Socinian makes the sole one.) The advan- 
tage of having the holy law teaching by example is obvious. 
Man is notoriously an imitative creature. God would fain 
avail Himself of this powerful lever of education for his moral 
culture. Example is also superior in perspicuity and interest, 
possessing all-the advantage over precept, which illustration 
has over abstract statement. If we inspect the example of 
Christ, we shall find that it has been adjusted to its purpose 
with a skill and wisdom only inferior to that displayed in His 
atoning offices. Examining first the conditions of an effective 
example, we find that they all concur in Christ. It is desirable 
that our examplar be human; for though holiness in God and in 
angels is, in principle, identical with man’s, yet in detail it is too 
different to be a guide. Yet. while it is so desirable that the 
example be human, it must be perfect; for fallible man would be 
too sure to imitate defects, onan exaggerated scale. Man is 
naturally out of harmony with holiness, too farto be allured by 
its example; he would rather be alienated and angered by it. 
Hence, the exemplar must begin by putting forth a regenerating 
and reconciling agency. Last: it is exceedingly desirous that 
the examplar should also be an object of warm affection; 
because we notice that the imitative instinct always acts far 
most strongly towards one beloved. But Christ is made by His 
work the prime object of the believer's love. 

The value of Christ’s example may be also illustrated in 
| the following particulars: It verifies for us 
the conception of holiness, as generally dis- 
played in God. That conception must 
lack definiteness, until we see it embodied in this “ Image ofthe 
invisible God,’ who is “the brightness of His glory, and the 
express: image of »His’ person,’*\( See ects vir: endt) “Mex, 
Christ has illustrated the duties of all ages and stations; for the 
divine wisdom collected into His brief life all grades, making 
Him show us a perfect child, youth, man, son, friend, teacher, 
subject, ruler, king, hero, and sufferer. Again, Christ teaches 
us how common duties are exalted when performed from an 
elevated motive; for He was earning for His Church infinite 
blessedness, and for His Father eternal glory, when fulfilling the 
humble tasks of a peasant and mechanic.. And last, in His 
death especially, He illustrated those duties which are at once | 
hardest aud most essential, because attaching to the most crit- 
ical emergencies of our being, the duties of forgiveness under 
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wrong, patience and fortitude under anguish, and faith and 
courage in the hour of death. Consult, Rom. xv: 3; Phil. ii: 
Speier ass I amor i ros Ephiiv i) 423) Jno.xtii:. 155 1 
Ot pels ii 

Some have endeavoured to object, that we must not imi- 
tate even an incarnate Christ, because He is God and man, and 
His mediatorial sphere of action above ours. I reply: of course 
we do not presume to imitate His divine acts. But was He not 
made under our law? One end of this was that He might 
show usa human perfection, adapted for our imitation. 


LECTURE LVIUIL 
PERSEVERANCE OF THE SAINTS. 


SYLLABUS. 


I State the Doctrines of Pelagians, Papists, Arminians and Calvinists hereon. 
Conf. of Faith, ch. xvii. ‘urrettin, Loc. xv, Qu. 16. 3 1-8. Witsius, bk. iii, 
ch, 13; @ I-11. 

2. Prove the Doctrine. 1. From God’s election. 2. From the Covenant of Grace. 
3. From Union to Christ and participation in His merits and intercession. 4. From 
the indwelling and Seed of the Spirit. 

Turrettin as above, 3 9-23. Dick, Lect. 79. Ridgley, Qu. 79. Witsius, as 
above, 3 12-37. 

3. Present other Scriptural proofs. 
Turrettin, as above, Qu. 16, 3 25-28. Ridgley. Qu. 79. 

4. Reconcile objections; and especially those founded on Scripture-passages, as 
Bel xvin': 24 3. blébi vi ¢ 4, &c.7 x 920,38 + ii: 12. 1 Conia: 27; 2 Peter; iis '203 
Rom. xiv: 15. &c. 

Turrettin, as above, Qu. 16, 3 29-end. Dick, Lect. 79. Ridgley, Qu. 79, 2 4. 
Sampson on Hebrews. Watson’s Theol. Inst. ch. 25. 

5. What is the moral Tendency of the Doctrine ? 
Witsius as above, 3 39-46. 


SCRIPTURE and experience concur in imputing to man, in 

his natural state, an obduracy and deadness of heart, which 
would leave the preacher of the gospel to 
labor in despair, were it not for his depend- 
ence on the sovereign grace of God. But 
when he believes firmly in the eternal covenant of grace, whereby 
God has promised His Son a chosen seed, not for any merit 
which He sees in sinners, and to call and perfect this seed by 
His efficacious grace, there is ground laid for cheerful exertions. 
The laborious Christian then looks upon his own efforts for sin- 
ners, as one of the preordained steps in this plan of mercy, 
upon his prayers as taught him by the Holy Ghost, and there 
fore surely destined to an answer; and upon the visible suc- 
cess of his labours, as the evidence that God, whose plans are 
immutable, and who always perfects what He undertakes, is 
working. He is joyfully hopeful concerning the final triumph 
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of those who are born unto God by his instrumentality, 
because he sees an eternal purpose and unchangeable love 
engaged for their upholding. He can cheerfully leave them, 
though surrounded with the snares of the world; because he 
leaves the Chief Shepherd with them, who will easily raise up 
other instruments and provide other means for their guidance. 

In this spirit the Apostle says, Phil. i:6, that from the first 
day of their conversion till now, his prayers 
for his Philippian converts had always been 
offered in joy, because he was confident that the Redeemer, who 
had begun the blessed work in them, by their regeneration, 
faith, and repentance, would continue that. work of sanctifica- 
tion, till it was perfected at the second coming of Jesus Christ, 
in the resurrection of their bodies, and their complete glorifica- 
tion. This work was begun in them by God, not by their own 
free choice, independent of ‘grace; for that choice always 
would have been, most freely and heartily, to choose sin. It 
must have been begun by God from deliberate design; for 
God worketh all things after the counsel of His own will. That 
design and purpose of mercy was not founded on anything 
good in them, but on God’s unchangeable mercy; and _ there- 
fore it would not be changed by any of their faults, but the 
unchanging God would carry it out to perfection. 

We have here the Apostle’s plain expression of his belies 
in the perseverance of the truly regenerate, 
in a state of repentance, unto the end. In 
attempting the discussion of this doctrine, let 
us exercise the spirit of humility and candor, laying aside prej- 
udice, avoiding all-abuses or perversions of God’s truth, and 
striving to apprehend it just as He has presented it. I would 
at the outset guard the truth from abuse, and from opposition 
by defining: 

That this perseverance in a state of grace is not innate and 

Me eid necessary, with the new-born nature, but 
tet Sk dats ne gracious. It does not proceed from anything 
in the interior state of the regenerate soul, 
but wholly from God’s purpose of mercy towards that soul. 
Security from fall is the attribute of none but God, Adam in 
Paradise was capable of apostasy. Holy angels were capable. 
of apostasy; for many of them fell; and doubtless the angels 
and glorified saints in heaven owe their infallibility, not to their 
own strength, but to God’s unchanging grace working in them. 
Much more would the Christian, in his imperfection, be liable 
to fall. 
This perseverance does not imply that a man may be living 
in habitual and purposed sin, and yet be ina ~ 
ee eS oc amir ee justified state, because he who is once justi- 
fied cannot come into condemnation. We 
heartily join in everything which can be said against so odious 
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a doctrine. It is impossible, because the living in such a state 
of sin proves that the man never was, and is not now, in a jus- 
tified state, whatever may be his names and boasts. 

Our doctrine does not teach that many will not be finally 
lost, who are connected with the visible Church outwardly, and 
whom the Scriptures may call believers in a certain sense, 
because they have a temporary or historical faith, like that of 
Simon Magus. But those who have once had inthem the true 
principle of spiritual life, never lose it. 

Nor do we teach that all Christians have iecuel spiritual 
vitality at all times; but they may fall into partial errors of 
doctrine, coldness and sin, which may for a time wholly inter- 
* rupt their comfort in religion, and overcloud their evidence of 
a gracious state. Yet isthe root of the matter there. 

It is simply this; that “They whom God hath accepted in 
His Beloved, and effectually called and sanc- 
tified by His Spirit, can neither totally nor 
finally fall away from the state of grace; but 
shall certainly persevere therein to the end, and be eternally 
saved.” 

As I have taken the definition of the doctrine from the 
Confession of Faith, I cannot do better than to take my 
method of discussion from the same source. Under each head 
many Scriptures will come in, more naturally and easily, so 
that the support they give to the doctrine will be more mani- 
fest, and more clearly understood. 

Before proceeding, however, the competing opinions should 
be stated, Pelagians, Papists, and Armin- 
ians teach, in common, that the truly regen- 
erate believer may totally and finally fall away, and be lost. 
Some Weslyans, in view of Heb. vi:6, teach that apostasy 
from a true state of grace is possible, but that the reconversion of 
the man thus fallen never occurs. The premise by which this 
denial of the saints’ perseverance is dictated, is their favourite 
definition of free agency, as involving necessarily the contin- 
gency of the will. They are consistent with their false philos- 
ophy; for the will of the saint who certainly perseveres is 
obviously not in a contingent state. Hence, in their view, his 
gracious acts would not be free nor responsible. Some of the 
Reformed have modified the doctrine to this extent. They 
suppose that an elect man may totally fall away ; but that God’s 
purpose of grace towards him is always effectuated by his 
reconversion, before he dies. Thus; they would suppose that 
at the time of David’s shocking crimes, faith and spiritual life 
had utterly diedin him. But God’s faithful purpose called him 
back to true repentance in due time. The motive of this state- 
ment is pious; they think it saferto teach thus, than to say that 
there was even a spark of true life in David’s soul while he was 
acting so criminally; because the latter view may tempt men 
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living in gross sin to flatter themselves with a false hope. Yet 
' their view, however well-intended, is not scriptural, and is 
obnoxious to a part of the arguments we shall use. It is 
inconsistent with that vitality of the seed of godliness asserted 
in the gospel. 

1. This is proved by the immutability of the decree of 
election. When anyone is born again of the Holy Ghost and 
justified in Christ, it is because God had formed, from eternity, 
the unchangeable purpose to save that soul. The work of 
grace in it is the mere carrying out of that unchangeable pur- 
pose. As the plan is unchangeable, so must be its execution, 
when that execution is in the hands of the Almighty. How. 
can argument be more direct? Heb. vi: 17, 18. God, willing 
more abundantly to show unto the heirs of promise the immu- 
tability of His counsel, confirmed it by an oath, &c. See also 
Matt. xxiv s/24y 2 Tim tinio> om) vids 20 wii 435 eae 

And even though this unchangeable election ‘were con- 

Might be Argued ditional, and made in foresight of the believ-: 
from Certain Fore- er’s faith and obedience, yet if it has any 
enw des certainty, it must imply that the believer 
shall certainly be kept from finally falling away. If it even 
rose no higher than simple foreknowledge, yet a foreknowledge 
which means anything, must be certain. If God does not cer- 
tainly know whether a given event shall take place or not, then 
He does not foreknow it at all. But if He certainly knows 
that it shall occur, the occurrence of that event must be with- 
out failure; otherwise God’s foreknowledge would be false! 
So that unless we impiously strip God of His foreknowledge, 
(to say nothing of His having an all-wise, almighty, and immu- 
table plan), we must suppose that the perseverance in‘a gra- 
cious state, of all those whom He foresees will be finally saved, 
is so far necessary that they cannot finally fall away. 

“The perseverance of believers follows from the free and 

ie dedtom ice unchangeable love of God the Father,” 
dom of Electing Love. which was the ground of their being chosen 
No Unforeseen Provo- ynto salvation. The Scriptures make it 
cation of God Anises- jain that the reason why God ever deter- 
mined to save any man was not His seeing in him anything 
good, attractive or extenuating, but something without, known 
to His wisdom, which was to God a good and wise reason to 
bestow His eternal love on that particular sinner. Rom. ix: 
11 and 16. This sovereign and unmerited love is the cause of 
the believer's effectual calling. Jer. xxxi: 3; Rom. viii: 30. 
Now, as the cause is unchangeable, the effect will be unchange- 
able. That effect is, the constant communication of grace to 
the believer in whom God hath begun a good work. God was 
not induced to bestow His renewing grace in the first instance, 
by anything which He saw, meritorious or attractive, in the 
repenting sinner; and therefore the subsequent absence of 
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everything good in him would be no new motive to God for 
withdrawing His grace. When He first bestowed that grace, 
He knew that the sinner on whom He bestowed it was totally 
depraved, and wholly and only hateful in himself to the divine 
holiness; and therefore no new instance of ingratitude or 
unfaithfulness, of which the sinner may become guilty after his 
conversion, can be any provocation to God, to change His 
mind, and wholly withdraw His sustaining grace. God knew 
all this ingratitude before. He will chastise it, by temporarily 
withdrawing His Holy Ghost, or His providential mercies ; but 
if He had not intended from the first to bear with it, and to 
forgive it in Christ, He would not have. called the sinner by 
His grace at first. Ina word, the causes for which God deter- 
mined to bestow His electing love on the sinner are wholly in 
God, and not at all in the believer; and hence, nothing in the 
believer's heart or conduct can finally change that purpose of 
love. Is. liv: 10; Rom. xi: 29. Compare carefully Rom. v : 
8-10; vili: 32, with whole scope of Rom. viti: 28-end. This 
illustrious passage is but an argument for our proposition: 
“ What shall separate us from the love of Christ?” 

This doctrine depends “upon the efficacy of the merit and 
intercession of Jesus Christ.’ As all Chris- 
tians agree, the sole ground of the accept- 
ance of believers is the justifying righteous- 
of Jesus Christ. The objects of God’s eternal love were 
“chosen in Christ, before the foundation of the world,” 
“accepted in the beloved,” and made ‘the recipients of saving 
blessings, on account of what Christ does in their stead. Now, 
this ground of justification, this atonement for sin, this motive 
for the bestowal of divine love, is perfect. Christ’s atonement 
surmounts the demerit of all possible sin or ingratitude. His 
righteousness is a complete price to purchase the sinner’s par- 
donand acceptance. See Heb. ix: 12; x: i12and 14; Jno.v: 24. 
See with what splendid assurance and boldness Paul argues 
from this ground. Rom. viii: 33 and 34. Can one who has 
been fully justified in Christ, whose sins have been all blotted 
out, irrespective of their heinousness, by the perfect and effica- 
cious price paid by Jesus Christ, become again unjustified, and 
fall under condemnation without a dishonour done to Christ’s 
righteousness ? 

So likewise the prevalent and perpetual intercession of 
Christ, founded on the perfect merit of His 
work, ensures the salvation of all for whom 
He has once undertaken. We are assured 
that the Father heareth Him always, when He speaks as the 
Mediator of His people. Jno. x1: 42; Heb. vii: 25. Now, 
after He has uttered for His believing people—for all who 
should believe Him through the gospel of His apostles—such 
prayers as those of Jno. xvi : 20, &c., 24, must not the answer 
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of this request, or, in other words, the certain final redemption 
of all who ever shared His intercession, be as sure as the truth 
of God? But if any man is ever justified, that man has shared 
the intercession of Christ ; for it was only through this that He 
was first aecepted. | 

The perseverance of the saints proceeds “ from the abid- 

4. Argued from the ing of the Spirit, and of the seed of God 
Indwelling of the Holy within them.” Every Christian, at the hour 
Gepay he believes, is so united to Christ, that he 
partakes of His indwelling Spirit. This union is a permanent 
one. The moving cause for instituting it, God’s free and eter- 
nal love, is a permanent and unchangeable cause. . The indwel- 
ling of the Spirit promised to believers is a permanent and 
abiding gift. 1 Jno. ii: 27. 

His regenerating operations are spoken of as a “seal,” 
and an “earnest” of our redemption. Eph. 
12:13) 1452 Cor.4% 22)5 ihe! use ofsatseahis 
to ratify a covenant, and make the fulfilment 
of it certain to both parties. An “earnest” (4ppaBav) is a 
small portion of the thing covenanted, given in advance, as a 
pledge of the certain intention to bestow the whole, at the 
promised time. Thus, he who promised to give a sum of 
money for some possession, at some appointed future day, gave 
a small sum in advance, when the covenant was formed, as a 
pledge for the rest. So the renewing of the Holy Ghost is, to 
every believer who has enjoyed it, a seal, impressing the image 
of Christ on the wax of his softened heart, closing and certify- 
ing the engagement of God’s love, to redeem the soul. It is 
the earnest, or advance, made to the soul, to engage God to 
the final bestowal of complete holiness and glory. Unless the 
final perseverance of believers is certain, it could be no pledge 
nor seal. The inference is as simple and as strong as words 
can express, that he who has once enjoyed this seal and earnest — 
is thereby certified that God will continue to give the Holy 
Ghost until the end. 

It isa most low and unworthy estimate of the wisdom of 
the Holy Ghost and of His work in the 
heart, to suppose that He will begin the work 
now, and presently desert it; that the vital 
spark of heavenly birth is an zgnzs fatuus, burning for a short 
season, and then expiring in utter darkness; that the spiritual 
life communicated in the new birth, is a sort of spasmodic or 
ealvanic vitality, giving the outward appearance of life in the 
dead soul, and then dying. Not such is the seed of God within 
us. Jno. v : 24. “Verily, verily I say unto you::He that 
heareth My word, and believeth on Him that sent Me, hath 
everlasting life’ Johniu:15; vi: 54. The principle then 
implanted, is a never-dying principle. In every believer an 
eternal spiritual life is begun. If all did not persevere in holi- 
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ness, there would be some in whom there was a true spiritual 
life, but not everlasting. The promise would not be true. See 
alsonti John. dii.oi; 1 Petsax- 23; 

Our doctrine follows, also, ‘“ from the nature of the Coven- 
ant of Grace.” God did, from eternity, make 
with His Son a gracious covenant, engaging, 
in return for the Son’s humiliation, to give 
Him the souls of all who were chosen in Him before the foun- 
dation of the world, “that they should be holy and without 
blame before Him in love.” This covenant is an everlasting 
one. Jer. xxxili: 40. It is an unchangeable covenant. Ps. 
Ixxxix : 34, (spoken of the second David). The sole condition 
of the covenant is Christ’s work for His chosen people. Heb. 
x:14. Now, the administration of such a covenant most 
plainly requires that there shall be no uncertainty in its results. 
If one of those, whose sins Christ bore, ever fell into final con- 
demnation, the contract would be proved temporary, change- 
able and false. To derive the full force of this argument, we 
must again distinguish between the Covenant of Grace and the 
Covenant of Redemption. We argue from the latter. The 
Son (not believers) is the “party of the second part.” 
Because he is omnipotent, holy and faithful, the compact can- 
not fail. Again; in this covenant, the only procuring condition 
is one that has been already fulfilled, Christ’s work and sacri- 
fice. Hence the contract is closed and irrevocable. Hence it 
must ensure the redemption of its beneficiaries. 

On the eternal certainty of this covenant is founded the 

This Covenant faithfulness of the gospel offer, pledging God 
Pledges Grace to Per- to every sinner who believes and repents, 
psd fe bas that he shall through Christ receive saving 
grace; and among those gracious influences thus pledged with 
eternal truth to the believer, from the moment he truly believes, 
is persevering grace. Jer. xxxii : 40; (proved to be the gospel 
pledge by Heb. viii: 10); Is. liv: 10; Hos. it: 19 and 20; 1 
Besa i232 oJ nOa xt 1275711. Retr 25. Rom,yvaiiecend: 
These are a few from the multitude of promises, assuring us of 
our final safety from every possible influence, when once they 
are truly in Christ. 

I am well aware that the force of these and all similar 
passages has been met, by asserting that in 
all gospel promises there is a condition im- 
plied, viz: That they shall be fulfilled, provided the believer 
does not backslide, on his part, from his gospel privileges. But 
is this all which these seemingly precious words mean? 
Then they mean nothing. To him who knows his own heart, 
what is that promise of security worth, which offers him no 
certainty to secure him against his own weakness? All “his 
sufficiency is of God.” See also Rom. vii: 21. If his enjoy- 
ment of the promised grace is suspended upon his own perse- 
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verance in cleaving to it, then his apostasy is not a thing 
possible} or probable, but certain. There is no hope in the 
gospel. And when such a condition is thrust into such a prom- 
ise as that of Jno. x: 27: “ None shall pluck them out of My 
hand,” provided they do not choose to let themselves be 
plucked away; are we to suppose that Christ did not know 
that common Bible truth, that the only way any spiritual 
danger can assail any soul successfully, is by persuasion: that 
unless the adversary can get the consent of the believer's free 
will, he cannot harm him? Was it not thus that Adam was 
ruined? Is there any other way by which a soul can be 
plucked away from God? Surely Jesus knew this; and if this 
supposed condition is to be understood, then this precious prom- 
ise would be but a worthless and pompous truism. “ Your 
souls shall never be destroyed, unless in a given way,” and that 
way, the only and the common way, in which souls are ever 
destroyed.‘ You shall never fall, as long as you stand up.” 
But to thoroughly close the whole argument, we have only 
to remark, that the promise in Jer. xxxii: 40, 
which is most absolutely proved by Heb. 
vili : 10, &c., to be the gospel covenant, most 
expressly engages God to preserve believers from this very 
thing—their own backsliding. Not only does He engage that 
He will not depart from them, but “He will put His fear in 
their hearts, so that they shall not depart from Him.” 
Other arguments exist, from independent assertions of 
6. Independent Ar- SCriptures. It used to be common with the 
guments for Persever- Calvinistic divines to advance the joy of the 
Mis angels over repenting sinners, asa proof of 
their. perseverance. The idea was, that if their state in grace 
were mutable, these wise and grand creatures would not have 
attached so much importance to it. To me this reasoning 
always appeared inconclusive. We have seen good Christians 
sometimes rejoicing very sincerely over what turned out to be 
a spurious conversion, because they supposed it to be genuine. 
Now, it does not appear that the angels are always infallible in 
their judgments of appearances, any more than we: although 
far wiser. Besides, if some true converts did fall from grace, 
the angels would still know that those who finally reach heaven 
must be sought among the sinners who experience conversion 
on earth. A much more conclusive argument may be drawn 
from those passages, which explain the apostasy of seeming 
converts, in consistency with the perseverance of true saints. 
One of these is found in 2 Pet. ii: 22. Here the apostate pro- 
fessor is an unclean animal, only outwardly cleansed; a “sow 
that was washed ;”’ its nature is not turned into a lamb; and 
this is the explanation of its return to the mire. A still 
stronger one is I Jno. ii: 19. Here the departure of apostates 
is explained by the fact, that their union to Christ and His peo- 
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ple never was real; because had it been real they “no doubt 
would have continued with us;” and their apostasy was per- 
missively designed by God to “manifest” the fact that they 
never had been true believers. | 

Another proof presents itself in the parable of the sower. 
Matt. xiii: 6 and 21. The stony-ground-hearer withers, because 
he “hath no root in himself.” Still another may be found in 
2 Tim. ii: 19. There the Apostle, referring to such temporary 
professors as Hymenzus and Philetus, explains that their apos- 
tasy implied no uncertainty as to the constitution of the body 
of Christ’s redeemed: because God knew all the time who 
were truly His; and the foundation of His purpose concerning 
their salvation stood immovable amidst all the changes and 
apostasies which startle blind men. 

With reference to all objections founded on the cases of 

2.5, Sy Solomon, David, Peter, Judas and such like, 
pied se "* JT reply briefly, that the explanation is either 
that of John’s first Epistle 2:19, that they 
never had true grace to lose, or else, the history contains 
proof that their apostasy was neither total nor final, though 
enievous. din Peter's) case, Christ: says) Luke xxii: 32, that 
‘Satan desired to sift him like wheat, but He prayed for him 
that his faith should not fail.” Peter’s faith, therefore, did not 
fail, though his duty did. So the prayer of David, Ps. li: 11, 
12, shows that he was a true saint before and after his sin. 
That the principle of true grace can exist, and can be for a 
time so foully obscured, as in David’s case, is indeed a startling 
and alarming truth. Yet:does not the experience of society, 
and of our-‘own hearts evhstantiate the view ? 

Here let »s return to notice the view of those who deem it 
cofar to say, that David’s grace was all extinct when he com- 
~tted these crimes; lest the opposite doctrine should en- 
courage carnal security. We have seen that several of our 
scriptural proofs refute the idea of a complete extinction and 
subsequent restoration of spiritual life. It is inconsistent with 
the permanency of that principle, and with the nature of the 
Spirit’s indwelling, seal, and earnest. But the-licentious result 
feared is effectually warded off by a proper knowledge of the 
Scriptures. The true believer's hope of personal acceptance is 
always obscured, just in proportion to the extent of his back- 
slidings. Hence, if he listens to the Scriptures, he cannot both 
indulge his backslidings and a carnal security. For he is ex- 
pressly told in the Bible, that there is a counterfeit faith and 
repentance; and that the fruits of consistent holiness are the 
only criterion by which the professor himself, or anybody else, 
except the Omniscient one, can know an apparent faith to be 
genuine. Hence to the backslider, the hypothesis that his pre- 
vious graces, however plausible, were spurious and counterfeit 
is always more reasonable than i other hypothesis, that true 
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faith could go so far astray. And if when sinning grievously, 
He could be capable of making David’s case an argument of 
carnal security in sin; this would complete the proof of his 
deadness. David's case is an encouragement to the backslider 
to return, provided he has David’s deep contrition. See Ps. 
xxx, and li. 

Your commentaries and other text books will give you 

Eviedine aes fuiseien those detailed explanations which you need, 
Guyecaon. of the texts advanced by Arminians against 
. our doctrine. I may say that the two loca 

palmaria on which they rely chiefly care Heb. vi: 4-6, and Ezek. 
Xviii : 24-29. The solution of these meets all the rest. 

Of the first we may briefly remark, that it does not appear 
the spiritual endowments there described of 
the apostate, amount to a true state of grace. 
A detailed criticism and comparison of the traits “being en- 
lightened,” &c., will show that according to the usage of the 
Scriptures, they describe, not a regenerate state, but one of 
deep conviction and concern, great privilege, with perhaps char- 
isms of tongues or healings. The exemplars are to be found 
in such men as Balaam, Simon Magus, and Demas. And this 
is most consistent with the Apostle’s scope. The terms here, 
if meant to describe ordinary saving conversion, would at least 
be most singular and unusual. They are evidently vague, and 
intentionally so: because God does not care to enable us to de- 
cide exactly how near we may go to the impassable line of 
grieving His Spirit, and yet be forgiven. 

With reference to the passage from Ezekiel, it could only 
be claimed by Arminians, in virtue of great in- 
attention to the prophet’s object in the pass- 
age. Ezekiel’s mission was to call Israel (especially the people 
in captivity in Mesopotamia) to repentance. He pointsto their 
calamities and the destruction of the larger part of their nation, 
as proof of their great guilt. They attempt to evad his charge, 
by pleading that ‘their teeth were set on edge, because their 
fathers had eaten sour grapes.” God answers, in the early part . 
of the chapter, that this explanation of their calamities is un- 
tenable ; because (while much of His providence over men does 
visit the father’s sins upon sinful children) the guilt of sinful fath- 
ers is never, in His theocracy, and according to the covenant of 
Horeb, visited on righteous children. He then goes farther, 
and reminds them that not only did He always restore prosper- | 
ity, in the theocracy, as soon as an obedient generation suc- 
ceeded a rebellious one; but even more, as soon as a rebellious 
man truly repented, he was forgiven; just as when a righteous 
man apostatizes, he is punished. It would appear, therefore, 
that the thing of which the prophet is speaking is not a state 
of grace at all; but the outward, formal, and civic decency of 
a citizen of the theocracy; and that the punishments into which 
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such a man fell.on lapsing into rebellion, were temporal calam- 
ities. But farther, the whole passage ishypothetical. It merely 
supposes a pair of cases. If the transgressor repents, he shall 
be forgiven. Does the prophet mean to teach that any do sav- 
ingly repent, in whom God does not purpose to work repent- 
ancer vet ch, xxxvi; 26; 27, and xxxvil 1-10) answer.” So; 
does He mean to teach that any actually fall into rebellion, who 
share the grace of God? Let ch. xxxvi: 27, &c., again answer. 

There is one general element of objection in all these texts; 
that when God warns the righteous, the be- 
liever, &c., against the dangers of apostasy ; 
or when He stimulates him to zeal in holy living by the thought 
of those dangers, God thereby clearly implies that believers may 
apostatise. The answer is: Naturally speaking, so he may. 
The certainty that he will not, arises, not from the strength ofa 
regenerated heart, but from God’s secret, unchangeable purpose 
concerning the believer; which purpose He executes towarés, 
and in him, by moral means consistent with the creature’s free 
agency. Among these appropriate motives are these very 
warnings of dangers and wholesome fears about apostasy. 
Therefore, God’s application of these motives to the regenerate 
free agent, proves not at all that it is God’s secret purpose to 
let him apostatise. They are a part of that plan by which God 
intends to ensure that he shall not. Compare carefully Acts 
MMVI t 22, 23,°04,25,-with 31. 

In conclusion, we believe that all. the supposed licentious 
results of the doctrine of perseverance result 
from misapprehension ; and that its true ten- 
dencies are eminently encouraging and sanc- 
tifying. (a.) How can the intelligent Bible Christian be encour- 
aged to sin, by a doctrine which assures him of a perseverance 
in holiness, if he is a true believer? (b.) So far as a rational 
self-love is a proper motive for a sanctified mind, this doctrine 
leaves it in full force; because when the Arminian would be led 
by a backsliding, to fear he had fallen from grace, the Calvinist 
would be led, just as much, to fear he never had had any grace; 
a fear much-more wholesome and searching than the errirg 
Arminian’s.- For this alarmed Calvinist would see, that, while 
he had been flattering himself he was advancing heavenward, 
he was, in fact, all the time in the high road to hell; and so 
now, if he would not be damned, he must make a new begin- 
ning, and lay better foundations than his old ones (not like the 
alarmed Arminian, merely set about repairing the same old 
ones). (c.) Certainty of success, condition on honest efforts, is 
the very best stimulus to active exertion. Witness the skilful 
general encouraging his army. (d.) Last: Such a gift of re- 
demption as the Calvinist represents is far nobler and more 
eracious, and hence elicits more love and gratitude, which are 
the noblest motives, the strongest and best. 


General Answer. 


Practical Results 
Sanctifying. 


* 


698 SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


Just so far as the Calvinist is enabled scripturally to hope 
that he is now born again, he is, to that ex- 
tent, entitled to hope that his triumph is sure ; 
that death and hell are disarmed, and that 
his heaven is awaiting his efforts. To him who knows the 
weakness of the human heart, and the power of our spiritual 
enemies, the Arminian’s adoption, beset by the constant liability 
to fall, would bring little consolation indeed. It is love and 
confidence, not selfish fear, which most effectually stimulates 
Christian effort. Let the student see how St. Paul puts this in 
FCorsxve:) 58: 


Comfort of the Doc- 
trine. 


LECTURE LIX. 
THE ASSURANCE OF GRACE AND SALVATION. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What is the distinction made by the Westminster Assembly, between this 
grace, and the assurance of Faith ? : 
Conf. of Faith, ch. 18. Ridgley, Qu. 80,31. Turrettin, Loc. xv, Qu. 17, 
3-10. 
2. State the Doctrine of Rome, concerning assurance of grace and Salvation, 
-and her motives herein: Of early Reformers ; and of our Standards. 
Council of Trent. Sess. 6, ch. 9, and Canones, 13, 14. Bellarmine, de Justif. 
bk: iti, chs. 6, 8. Calvin, Inst. bk. iii, ch. 2: Com. on Rom, iv:.163 vii: 34. 
Genevan Cat. p. 137. Niemyer. Augsburg Conf. 35, and 20, Dorner’s 
Hist. Prot. Theol., Vol, 1,2 1, ch. 4, a. Louis Le Blanc against Bossuet. 
Turrettin, as above. Hill. bk. v. ch. 2. Conf. 2 3. 
3. Is the assurance of grace and salvation of the essence of Saving Faith? 
See Calvin, Turrettin and Conf. as above. Ridgley, Qu. 81. Dick, Lect. 68. 
So. Presb. Rev. Jan. 1872., Art.i. Theol. of Plym. Brethren. Hill, as above. 
' Sir W. Hamilton, on Unconscious Modifications of the Mind. 
. 4. Prove that this assurance is attainable; and should be the aim of every 
Believer. 
Turrettin, as above. Ridgley, Qu. 8o. 
5. By what means is it to be sought ? : 
See Rom. vii: 16, with Calv., Scott, Hodge, &c., in Loco. Watson’s Theo! 
Inst. ch. 22, 3.2. Hill, as above. .J.. Newton’s Sermon, 20.' H’, Bc- Jsjs 
‘“Way of Peace,” pp. 23, 24, 39, 262. Waymarks in Wilderness, V . i, pp, 
245, 263. Theol. of Plym. Brethren, as above. Chalmers’ J+~~:, Inst. Vol. 
iich. 10. ws 
6. Reply to objections ; and especially to the fear of its fos*‘.cing Carnal Security: 
Same authorities. and Turrettin, Loc. iv, Qu. 13. D*.«, Lect. 78. 


G6 HE Assurance of Grace and S~'vation” is “an infallible 
assurance of faith,” that the subjectis ina state of grace, 

and will be -zved. The saving faith which 
over Confession discriminates irom tls, is the 
direct action of a full and cordial belief in the Gospel promise, 
with a receiving and resting on Christ from the heart. ‘The lat- 
ter, every true believer has, except when confused temporarily 
by the extreme buffetings of temptation; the former is the 
complementary attainment of mature and vigorous faith... Some 
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works present us the same distinction by the phrases: “ Assur- 
ance of Hope;”’ “Assurance of Faith.” Others of the Re- | 
formed divines object much to this nomenclature, as being of a 
Jesuit origin. They argue, also, that assurance of hope must 
always accompany assurance of faith, because there must always 
be some hope, where there is any belief of the heart. They 
ask: How is hope defined? As desire, with expectation. Now, 
if a man has any belief of the heart, he desires. So, hope and 
faith, and the assurance of each, must be inseparable. This 
reasoning is employed, both against the pair of terms as a no- 
menclature; and (by others) against the very discrimination, 
which our Confession asserts. See here, say they, proof, that 
the Westminster Confession was wrong, and Calvin right: and 
that there is is no faith where there are not both kinds of zAyjo0- 
goota. But the solution is extremely easy. No supporter of 
the Westminster view denies, that even the weakest true faith 
is attended with an element of hope, more or less consciously 
felt; all we assert is: that there may be saving faith, and yet 
not a téypovopta edntdog. Others, as we intimated, seem shy of 
this nomenclature, because of its Jesuit origin. They indeed, 
used, as they invented it mala fide: They represented the as- 
surance of hope as grounded partly on the believer’s own pious 
disposition, which they always assert to be mutable. Such an 
affection would not deserve to be called an assurance. But let 
us represent to ourselves an assurance of hope grounded “ up- 
on the divine truth of the promises of salvation, the inward ev- 
idence of the graces unto which these promises are made, and 
the testimony of the Spirit of adoption witnessing with our spir- 
its that we are the children of God;’ and I see not why the 
phraseology should be rejected. It is, indeed, entirely scrip- 
tural. See Owen on Heb. vi: 11, and Poole’s Synopsis on Col. 
ii: 2; Heb. xi: 1. Here we have the z/yoogopra ty¢ ovveceuc, 
and the zAjoogopta ednedog. Does not the apostle distinguish 
between the assurance of the understanding and the assurance 
of hope? Again, it is objected, that since the faith and the hope 
have the same object, the blessings of redemption and the same 
warrant, the promises of God, they must be inseparable. I have 
‘admitted, that some degree of hope, perhaps scarcely conscious 
hope, is involved inall true faith. But the answer is in this fact. 
The promises are always practically conditioned on an instru- 
mental condition; whence the assured exvectation of enjoying 
them, the essential element of the zAjpogopra edxtdos, must be 
practically suspended on the consciousness that the terms are 
fulfilled. The promises are assuredly mine, provided I have 
genuine faith. (This expresses the zAypogopta edzdocg.) But I 
know that there is a spurious faith. Hence, although I have 
some édmece from the moment I embrace that truth, I do not 
have the zAjoogopta edxidoz, until I have eliminated the doubt 
whether my fgith is, possibly, of the spurious kind. 
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Many quibbles have been offered by Papists and rational- 
ists, to show that neither of these (and 
especially not the assurance of hope) can 
rise so high as to deserve the name of an in- 
fallible assurance. If the latter did, it is urged, it should give 
a certainty of heaven equal to the certainty of our own exis‘- 
ence, a certainty admitting of no degrees, and no increase by 
additions of subsequent evidence. But what sober believer can 
honestly claim this? Now, the answer to all this is easily found 
in an appeal to common sense. What does a man mean when 
he says he is sure of a thing? ‘That he clearly sees some evi- 
dence of its truth, which mounts above even the highest proba- 
bility, to demonstration. Any valid portion of such evidence is 
proper ground of certain conviction. Does this imply that the 
evidence cannot be increased, so that the certainty shall have a 
wider basis? By no means. So, although it was certainty 
before, it now becomes a more satisfactory certainty. Again: 
Assurance of faith, and still more, assurance of hope, embrace 
as elements of evidence, the state of the soul’s own moral affec- 
tions. The latter, for instance, is based upon a consciousness 
of the exercise of trust, love, penitence, submission, and peace. 
Hence, to every one who knows human nature, it is manifest 
that, however demonstrative may be such evidence in its very 
highest and purest examples, the certainty based upon it will 
be much more felt and conscious, at some times than at others, 
because the actings of those holy emotions, and the soul’s atten- 
tion to and consciousness of their actings, are, more lively at 
times, than at others. Will not the soul, after it is actually in 
heaven, have more lively attention to, and consciousness of, its 
cresent blessedness at some times than at others? Does not 
the bereaved widow, who knows her loss only too well at all 
times, feel it far more sensibly at some times than at others ? 
Third: it is a most incorrect analysis which either banishes the 
will from among the causes of belief, in cases of moral truths 
and evidences presented to the mind, or which denies that the 
certainty arising of such moral truths can be intellectually cor- 
rect; because there is a voluntary element in it. ’ In the case of 
all moral objects of belief, conviction is far from being a bare - 
intellectual result; the state of the will powerfully modifies it. 
(See my analysis of Saving Faith). So obvious is this, that 
Des Cartes actually places belief among the emotional states 
of the soul. And yet, the rectitude of the state of will, which 
concurs in producing a given moral conviction of mind, may 
itself be the object of the mind’s certain cognition. So that 
the mind, whiie aware that this mental conviction has been pro- 
duced in part by a state of will, as well as by a light of evi- 
dence, shall also be certain that the will acted aright in that 
case; and hence, the given belief, though in part a result of the 
affections, will be felt to be intellectually as valid as though 
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it were a cold truth of abstract mathematics. If the student 
will remember, that the belief of this proposition, “Iam now 
in a state of grace,” or “Iam not,” is just one of those moral 
propositions, concerning which the state of will is most influ- 
ential, he will see the application of these principles. It will 
appear why the intellectual belief of such propositions should 
vary in its felt strength; viz: because the active and voluntary 
“part of its elements vary. And it will appear that this degree 
of fluctuation (so to speak) is not at all incompatible with cer- 
tainty, and a proper intellectual basis of evidence. To dispute 
this, is as though one should say that, because the waters of the 
sea do not bear up the boat with the same immobility with 
which a stone pedestal bears its statue, therefore the waters do 
not sustain the boat. The assurance of hope, in the breast of 
the true and eminent saint, is a certainty at its lowest ebbs; at 
its higher floods, it is both solid and joyful. 

That the saint ought to know he is a saint as clearly as he 

Assurance a Mora) Knows that he breathes, is simply playing 
Conviction, notaSense with words. Who does not know that sen- 
Hecceuan, sational consciousness has a palpable element 
about it, which belongs to no intellectual belief, not even that of 
the exact sciences? The scholar knows that “the square of 
the hypothenuse is equal,” &c.; but he does not feel it, as he 
feels his existence. 

Romanists deny that a certain assurance of hope can be 
attained, except in the case of those eminent 
saints and ascetics, to whom God gives it by 
special revelation—as to Stephen and Paul. 
In other cases, they judge it not attainable, not to be sought after, 
and not beneficial, even if attainable. Their motive 1S, obviously, 
to retain that power of priestcraft over souls, by which they may 
make gain of their absolutions, masses, indulgences, &c. The 
soul completely and finally justified in Christ, and assured 
thereof by grace, would be independent. 2 Cor. iii: 17. 

The earlier Reformers, having learned to abhor this traf- 
BM Bt OR ficking in the peace of immortal souls, felt 
| *” impelled to teach that assurance is of the 
essence of saving faith, (though compelled to modify their 
assertion, in order to include even Bible saints). Thus, Calvin, 
Institutes, Bk. iii, ch. 2,§ 7: “Faith is a steady and ‘certain 
knowledge of the divine benevolence towards us,” &c. Com. 
on Rom. viii: 16. ‘‘ Stat ttague Sententia, Neminem posse 
nomenart filium Det, qui non se talem agnoscat.’ Of this, more 
anon. | 

The earlier Arminians (of Holland) taught that certain 
assurance of final salvation is not attainable 
in this life; and that to doubt thereof is salu- 
tary, and coaducive to humility. So far as assurance is predi- 
cated of our gna perseverance, and our election, the later 
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Arminians of Wesley’s school must of course concur. But 
they teach, as one of their most distinctive points, that an assu- 
rance of present conversion (followed by some hope of final 
salvation) is not only possible, but essential to every true be- 
liever. And this is the immediate teaching of the Holy Ghost 
to the heart, without the Word or self-examination. Yet assu- 
rance of hope is not made by them of the essence of faith. 
First, say they, come repentance and faith, then justification, 
then regeneration, then this inwrought consciousness of adop- 
tion—faith itself being defined as a believing and embracing of 
the gospel. Here we have the mystico-scholastic notion of a 
revealed and immediate witness, borrowed from Rome through 
a Moravian medium by Wesley, and asserted as the privilege 
and attainment of every true convert. A still more direct his- 
torical channel may be found for the transmission of this doc- 
trine into the Wesleyan System from the scholastic theology of 
the Romish monks. Wesley was a great admirer of Thomas a 
Kempis, of whose work he published an edition. Here, in the 
experience of this mystical scholastic, the idea appears in full 
form. 

The Calvinistic world has now generally settled down upon 
the doctrine of the Westminster Assembly, 
that assurance of hope is not of the essence 
of saving faith; so that many believers may 
be justified though not having the former: and may remain 
long without it; but yet an infallible assurance, founded on a 
comparison of their hearts and lives with Scripture, and the 
teaching and light of the Holy Ghost, through and in the 
Word, is the privilege, and should be the aim of every true 
believer. Yet, this assurance, while both scriptural, reason- 
able and spiritual, and thus solid, may be more sensibly felt at 
sometimes, and may even be temporarily lost through sin, . 
according to the remarks of our section I. 

Before proceeding to argue this, let us briefly show (see 

arian wl ae ar etna Faith,) what we have again asserted ; 
the essence of Faith, that assurance of hope is not of the essence 
proved (a) by experi- of saving faith. First: not only do some, 
eit yea many, who give other excellent eviden- 
ces by their fruits, in our days lack this assurance; but some | 
“Bible saints: lacked it at times. See Ps. xxxi: 22; lxxvilt2, § ; 
Is. 1: 10, &c. These men did not therefore cease to be believ- 
ers? The proof is so obvious that Calvin is obliged to modify 
the assertions of which we have seen specimens, to include 
these cases, until he has virtually retracted his doctrine. 

(b.) Second: this doctrine really adds to the proposition 

The Opposite Would which is the object of saving faith. That 
Place Another Propo- Proposition is: ‘“ whosoever believeth shall 
sition as Object of be saved;” and according to its very nature, 
Fail, it must follow that the moment it is believed, 
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the sinner is saved, whether he sees any other truth or not. To 
teach the view of the first Reformers, instead of exalting Christ, 
as. they, with their modern imitators boastfully claim, really 
calls the soul away from Christ, and bids him look at another 
proposition touching the state and actings of his own soul, 
before he is permitted to trust in Christ. Our view scripturally 
directs him to find his comfort by looking wholly out of himself 
to Christ. Indeed, if we adhere strictly to the terms of the 
gospel, we Shall see that the exercise of such a faith as Calvin 
describes is an impossibility, without a new and direct revela- 
tion in every case. Thus, “no man is saved in Christ till 
he has come to believe that Christ has saved him.” But it 
is only by believing that he is saved in Christ; so that this 
definition of faith requires the effect to precede its own cause. 
The sinner must therefore find out the “benevolence of Christ 
towards himself,’ not from the gospel promise, but from the 
Holy Ghost directly, without the gospel. But are we ready 
for this? Do we surrender the great truth, that Christ is the 
object, to which the Holy Ghost points the believing soul? 
And is Christ revealed anywhere but in the Word? I repeat: 
the Word nowhere says that A. B. shall be saved; but that 
“ whosoever believeth shall be saved.” How then is A. B. to 
know scripturally, that he is actually saved? Only by the 
rational deduction from the pair of premises, of which one is 
given by the Word, and the other by his regenerated con- 
sciousness: thus, “whosoever truly believes is saved.’ But 
I am conscious of truly believing; therefore I am saved.” 
Now, my point is: that the mind cannot know the conclusion 
before it knows the minor premise thereof.. On the contrary, 
it can only know the conclusion by first knowing both the 
‘premises. The student may see the rational and scriptural 
order copiously discussed by Turrettin, Loc. xiv. qu. 14, § 45 
to 52. The attempt may be made to escape this argument by 
saying that since faith isa divine arid supernatural grace inwrought 
by the almighty Spirit, it can proceed independent of this rational 
order. But I answer: Does not the Holy Ghost always act on 
the soul according to its rational laws? Are not those laws of 
~God’s making? Does the assistance of the Spirit of all Truth 
result in the soul’s acting abnormally, and against its proper laws? 
Unless then, there is a direct, immediate revelation to A. B. of 
his personal share in Christ, which no Calvinist asserts, there is 
no escape from my argument. 
Third : if faith were such an exercise as this, when once 
Finally Lost, Could the finally impenitent reach hell, it will no 
not be Convicted for longer be fair to punish them for not believ- 
pepeliet ing unto salvation; for it will then be mani- 
fest that had they believed in Christ’s -benevolence towards 
themselves, it would not have been true. So that in refusing 
to believe, they acted so far properly: the Holy Ghost never 
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gave them a warrant to believe. But the premise which leads 
to this conclusion cannot be right; for we know that God com- 
mands all men, everywhere, to repent and believe. 

The scriptural argument against this exaggerated doctrine 
may be much strengthened by recalling the 
passages where self-examination is enjoined 
on professed believers; and that, not only as 
to the general propriety of their lives, but as to the very point, 
whether their state of grace is genuine. Here may be con- 
sulted! Rom) we4s pitorixisess ‘oiCem sae be. 2 Petawane 
Marks or signs are also laid down, by which one may try 
whether he has true or spurious faith. Jno. xv: 14; I Epist. of 
John iti: 14, 19. This apostle tells his people, that he wrote 
the epistle in order to enable them to know that they had 
eternal life. Our argument is: that had the assurance of our 
own grace and salvation been an essential part of faith, believ- 
ers could not have been reasonably commanded to examine 
and settle the question: the simple fact that it needed examin- 
ation would have shown them no believers at all. 

The scriptural argument advanced by Calvin for his 

eho Gaeta extreme view of faith amounts mainly to 
Meats te: this: that the Apostles generally address 
believers and speak of them as persons 
assured ‘in, their, hapepetue.,:2 Cor. iti 355 5) Wee bee nemieas 
and 9; I Jno.v: 19, &c. But the first of these passages, when 
properly construed, only says that men are reprobates unless 
they have Christ formed in them, not unless they recognize 
Him in them. And to all of them, we reply, that when the 
sacred writers thus address a whole Church of professed 
believers in terms appropriate only to the best, they only use 
the language of Christian hope, charity and courtesy, The 
proof is indisputable: for those very Corinthians are -sharply 
rebuked by Paul, and exhorted to examine themselves jeal- 
ously; and John says that dne object he had in writing his 
epistle, was to enable the people to come to an assurance of 
hope... 2, .Pet..4:.10%5-:1. Jno, iii.9, 40.04] hen samen ach ese 
apostles use are often no others than the apostles themselves, 
with any Christians of like attainments. But there is also some 
justice in the surmise, that assurance of hope was more gene- . 
rally given in those primitive days, because the Church was 
called to testify, and to suffer more. So that if it should even 
appear that it was the common attainment of believers then, 
this would not prove it of the essence of faith. 

Those who revive the doctrine of Calvin here, also argue, 
that doubt and faith are opposites; so that where there is 
doubt, there cannot be hearty faith: that my conception of | 
faith is really no faith at all; because it directs the inquirer to 
repose his trust, not upon the word and faithfulness of Christ, 
but upon certain affections which he supposes he sees in him- 
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self: and that, since consciousness attends all the operations 
of the soul, no man can believe without being conscious he 
believes. They insist much on the immediate and intuitive 
nature of consciousnesss in this concern, and even represent it 
as a species of sense-instinct. It is compared to “the animal 
sense of departed pain and present ease.” 

The reply to the first of these points is, that the weak 
believer does not doubt Christ at all; but 
only himself. It is not on the major, but on 
the minor premise of the believer's syllogism, that his con- 
sciousness is obscure. He can always say, with emphasis, that, 
were he only sure his deceitful heart was not deluding him with 
a dead faith, his assurance would be perfect. Now, mistrust of 
Christ is inconsistent with faith; but we are yet to learn that 
self-mistrust is incompatible with that grace. The second 
point receives its solution from the same syllogism. What 
would the minor premise be worth to establish a conclusion, 
without the major? But the weak believer takes that propo- 
sition: “ Whosoever believeth is saved,” solely on the authority 
of God. When that same God tells him that there are two 
kinds of believing, only one of which fulfils the term of that 
proposition, and that the deceitfulness of the heart often causes 
the false kind to ape the true; and when the humble soul 
inspects his own faith to make sure that it meets the terms of 
God’s promise, prompted to do so by mistrust of self, it passes 
common wit to see, wherein that process is a ‘trusting in self, 
instead of God’s word.” To the argument from consciousness, 
there are two replies. One is: that distinct consciousness does 


Answers. 


' not attend all the actions of the soul. There are, unquestion- 


ably, unconscious modifications of the mind. But it is more to 
our purpose to remark, that when the mind is confused by 
great haste, or the agitation of vivid emotions, or when the 
mental states are very complex, the remembered consciousness 
is obscured, or even lost. This well known truth evinces, 
that there may be a soul exercising a true though immature 


faith, and not distinctly conscious of it. But the other reply is 


still shorter: There is a spurious, as well as a genuine faith. 
If the man thinks he believes aright, he is conscious of exer- 
cising what he thinks is a right faith. This is the correct state- 
ment. Now, if the faith needs a discrimination to distinguish 
it from the dead faith, just to the same extent will the con- 
sciousness about it need the same discrimination. 

When the reasonings of these theologians are analysed, 
they evidently disclose this basis, viz: Be- 
cause the testimony of consciousness is 
immediate and intuitive, they have obvi- 
ously slidden into the idea that it is supra-rational. But the 
truth is, that consciousness is a rational faculty, just as truly as 
is the logical faculty. The only difference is, that its acts are 
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primary acts of the reason, while the deductive and compara- 
tive are secondary. Hence, there is the most perfect con- 
sistency in our representing, as Scripture does, such conscious-. 
ness as cohering with, and assisted by, the deductions of the 
reason. And when Scripture gives the premises for such 
deductions, and the illumination of the Spirit guides them, it is 
hard to see why they should be held so unworthy to be com- 
pared with the primary intuitions; seeing especially that these, 
if not guided by the same Spirit, ‘must “infallibly reflect what- 
ever counterfeit affection the deceitfulness of indwelling sin 
may have injected. How short and plain this statement: that 
our whole salvation is by the instrumentality of the truth? But 
truth only acts on man’s intelligence; whence the whole pro- 
cess of salvation must be as truly rational as it is spiritual. 
We argue that the assurance of hope 
aera Attain: i. attainable, and should be sought by all 
believers ; first, presumptively : 
Because such a state of the case seems necessarily implied 
ae in the duty of seeking Christ. God makes 
Because it is Our . ; 
Dig te sein Che At Ouse duty to use means to place ourselves in 
union with Christ. Must there not be some 
way for us to know whether we have obeyed and do obey this 
command? It will not avail to say, that God makes it our duty 
to keep on striving just the same, to establish this union with 
Christ, to the end of life. True, He commands us to repeat 
our acts of faith and repentance all the time. But if we are not 
in Christ we have never believed aright, so that the thing we 
should be counselled to is, not to repeat those same abortive 
efforts, but to set about a new kind of efforts. See Rev. 
ii: 17, 18. 
Second: The Scripture is full of commands, prayers, and 
aaa for assurance of hope. 1 Cor. 
28°02 Core Kil 5); 1 Core ir aie oe 
iv). 20 Plebs:'vite ee 2 Pet.i: lo fi fnOr ih: 39 Vie 14, 
4 Ee Rev. ii: 17," [tis true that God commands us to be “perfect; 
as He is perfect, and to pray for entire conformity to Christ; 
while yet Calvinists do not believe that this perfection is attain- 
able in this life, by any. But here are commands of a more 
definite sort. e.g., 1 Cor. xi: 28; 2 Cor. xiii: 5, commands to 
use an immediate means, self-examination, for the attainment of 
an end immediately connected therewith, namely, assurance. 
Here are promises given, Jno. xiv : 20, &c., of the enjoyment 
of assurance. These things make out a different case, 
Third: Both in Bible times and since, there have been 
instances of assurance actually enjoyed 
Ane aly Been through God's blessing on the ordinary means 
of grace. Since the days of inspiration, 
saints of the greatest sobriety and truthfulness have professed 
such assurance, and have been encouraged by it to brave the 


Promises Imply it. 
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most fearful trials. Such cases are widely distinguished from 
the multitudes of fanatical self-deceivers. In Bible days we 
cae a number of-other cases. Ps. cili:. 2; xvi: 8-10; Rom. 

Gala 22a ness wily 2 amar ags hh Petit 3-3-5 1 
“38 ii: ab aali tiven-Oyn75 See 

To these it has been objected, that they were inspired 
cases. Note, e. g., in 1 Pet. 1: 8, the Apostle was inspired but 
not the GCheistians to whom he ‘wrote ! Moreover, there are 
very few cases in Scripture where we see any individual receive 
a revealed assurance directly of his own interest in redemp- 
tion. An examination will impress us how remarkably chary 
God has been of such helps; and how generally peculiar spirit- 
ual charisms were bestowed for the benefit of the Church, and 
not of the individual. 

Fourth: The nature of. the graces in exercise in the 

; Christian heart would show, that the true 
tee tea res x, believer ought to be able, with due care, to 
come to a certain knowledge whether he has 
them. In other things, men can usually interpret their own 
consciousness with confidence; they can certainly tell whether 
they love or hate, or believe ina fellow-man. Villains usually 
have a lurking consciousness that they are villains; and efforts 
at self-deception are usually conscious. But Christian princi- 
ples are described as peculiar, and as the very strongest prin- 
ciples of the soul. Why then should not the love, joy, peace, 
trust, submission, penitence, of a renewed heart become pal- 
pable to it, with due self-examination? We should remember 
also, that God, by His providential trials, calls to duty and sac- 
rifice for His sake and bereavements, speedily gives most 
believers excellent tests of genuine religious principles. It is 
objected, that “the heart is deceitful above all things and 
desperately wicked. Who can know it?” I reply, that the 
believer is not required to know everything about this deceitful 
heart, (an impossibility for him) in order to know his own con- 
version ; but only to know some things, And moreover, in 
knowing these, he is promised the aids ‘of the Holy Ghost. 
And this leads us. 

Last: To argue from the witnessing of the Holy Ghost. 
His testimony with our spirits is promised, 
in various places and forms; and surely this 
pledges God to make assurance a practica- 
ble attainment. See Rom. villi: 16; Eph. i: 13; iv:30; 2 Cor. 
Gey22. 2 \T Ins 1is.27. 

Comparing sections 3 and 4, we may see that although the 
dogma of the Reformers was erroneous, their 
practical feeling concerning the importance 
of assurance was much more correct than 
ours. The saints of that age did not, like so many now, sit 
year after year, in sinful indolence, complaining of the want of 


Holy Ghost Prom- 
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assurance, and yet indifferent to its cultivation. To them it was 
as the vital breath, to be either enjoyed perpetually, or else, if 
not enjoyed, to be sought with intense exertion. Now, we say, 
that while Faith may subsist without assurance of hope, every 
believer can and ought to attain in due time to the latter. And 
though it may be absent froma true Christian, yet no true 
Christian can be satisfied with its absence. If he feels the 
reality of heaven, he will wish to know whether it is to be his. 
If he truly believes there is a hell, he must earnestly long to be 
certified that he shall avoid it. He cannot be content to plod 
on, not knowing whether or not his feet are on the blood of the 
Redeemer, whom he loves, whether the viper, sin, which he 
hates, still enfolds his heart; whether he is to spend the 
approaching eternity bathing his weary soul in seas of heavenly 
rest, or buffeting the fiery billows of wrath. A willingness to 
be ignorant of these things is proof of indifference. The 
chief reason why so many live on without assurance is, that 
they have no true faith. 
The means for attaining this assurance of hope are indi- 
5. Means of Assu- cated by comparing the Confession, chap. 
rance. Self-examina- xviii, § 1, 2, 3. In the first place, he who 
eg ete would seek it successfully, must be a true 
believer, (not clearly known to himself as such, for then there 
would be nothing farther to seek, but known as such to God). 
Hence he who seeks long, without attaining, should probably 
do his first works again.. In the next place, he should endeavor 
to live, in heart and life, in a consistent manner, exercising those | 
principles and that conduct which the Scriptures ascribe to true 
children of God. For, in the third place, one means of assur- 
ance is the comparison which the believer makes between the 
Bible description and his own heart and life. But the experi- 
ence of Christians, I am persuaded, finds this process of self- 
examination and comparison rather an indirect than a direct 
means of assurance. For a faithful self-inspection usually 
reveals so much that is defective, that its first result is rather 
the discouragement than the encouragement of hope. But 
this leads the humbled Christian to look away from himself to 
the Redeemer; and thus assurance, which is the reflex act of 
faith, is strengthened by strengthening the direct actings of faith 
itself. Now, if there is nothing, or little, in himself which can 
be compared favorably with the Bible-measuring rule, of course 
assurance cannot properly result. ,This comparison, then is to 
be made in the work of self-examination, which must be hon- 
estly, thoroughly, and prayerfully performed. We say, prayer- 
fully, for man’s heart is deceittul; self-love, self-righteousness, 
spiritual pride, hope, and fear, are nearly interested in the 
decision, and the understanding of man is too feeble and uncer- 
tain an instrument, at best, to be trusted with the everlasting 
and irreparable issues of this question, when unaided. . 
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But here, we are again compelled to defend our Confession 
cies against the charge: that by directing the 
seer RP JUs- believer to seek assurance of his gracious 
state from the discovery in himself of sup- 
posed graces, we are encouraging him to build on a self-right- 
eous foundation. It is strange that these writers do not remem- 
ber the fact, that the Bible commands Christians (see p. 704,) 
to do the very thing they denounce. And to a plain mind, it 
seems a most perverse charge, that it is self-righteous to infer from 
his possession of certain qualities in oneself that God is recon- 
ciled to him; when the very premise of his inference is, that he 
could never have wrought these qualities in himself; but if they 
are in him, they were wrought by sovereign grace. The ques- 
tion to be settled for our assurance is: Is God reconciled to us? 
The process is: “ Yes, God is reconciled” (conclusion) ‘‘ because 
we find in ourselves thanges which He alone can work ;’ (pre- 
mise) “and which only unbought love prompted Him to work.” 
Where is the self-righteousness of this? How does it lead to 
boasting, or vain confidence? Let us, for illustration, compare 
the process by which our opponents suppose the immediate 
consciousness of believing ministers the assurance of salvation 
to every believer immediately. If that process holds, it yet 
involves thus much of an illation: “ My consciousness of faith 
assures me I am saved, because God works faith in none but 
the saved.” Now why is not the parallel process equally valid 
for any other grace, which only God works? He assures us, 
that ‘love, joy, peace, long-suffering, goodness, meekness, tem- 
perance” are astruly “fruits of the Spirit,” as faith is. (Gal. 
v: 22). The only difference is, that faith is related to the other 
graces as a seminal principle: and that it is the organ of our 
justification: but this does not change the case. Why is it 
self-confidence and self-righteousness to infer God’s favour 
from other effects which He alone works, and works only in 
His own people: and yet so scriptural to infer our safety from 
the faith which God works in us? And since there is a spurious 
faith, which is discriminated from the genuine by the lack of 
right fruits, it is too obvious to be disputed, that we should 
examine those fruits, in order to assure ourselves. So evident 
is this, that we find even Calvin, (Bk. iii : Ch. ii : § 7,) in view of 
the existence of a dead faith simulating the living, concede the 
doctrine. ‘In the meantime, the faithful are taught to examine 
themselves with solicitude and humility, lest carnal security 
insinuate itself, instead of the assurance of faith.” And Luther, 
as Dorner assures us, sometimes speaks more scripturally than 
Calvin, distinguishing between “an assuring faith” (the fuller 
attainment) and “a receiving faith,’ which he regards as true 
faith, and justifying. Nor “ did he shrink from “treating the 
new life of love, which is forming, as an evidence of faith.” 
It may be argued, that unless the inward marks are infal- 
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Spiritual Discernment lible, no assurance of our salvation can be 
Necessary on Either founded on them; but their scheme offers 
ey directly the infallible promise of God, as the 
exclusive basis of the assurance. I answer by referring the 
student to the fact, that the same quickening grace which 
bestows faith, also bestows spiritual discernment. How else did 
the sinner, blind by nature, see “the glory of God in the face 
of Jesus Christ?” This spiritual discernment is promised to 
direct the believer in his examination. 

When arguing for these scriptural means, we should not 
forget that the habit of introspection may be 
abused, to divert the eyes of the soul too 
much from Christ. Dr. Chalmers, in the 
place cited, has admirably illustrated a law of the mind, which 
should caution us against that abuse. .The essential condition 
for the conscious flow of any affection is the presence of its 
object, at least in thought, before the mind. Thus, Christ 
must be directly before the thought, in order for love to Christ 
to flow forth consciously to Him. But when we begin to 
inspect our love for Him, we substitute another object.. Hence 
the current of our love subsides as soon as we attempt to mea- 
sure it. This explains a difficulty which has embarrassed 
many Christians: and it presents another ground for asserting 
the necessity of the Spirits’ witness, that we may safely inter- 
pret our own feelings. 

This witnessing, saith the Confession, is without extraordi- 
nary revelation. His agencies here, are 
doubtless what they are, as to their degree 
and nature, in His other sanctifying operations through the 
Word; neither more nor less inscrutable, and just to the same 
extent supernatural. Thus, it is His to illuminate the soul, 
giving to the understanding spiritual apprehensions of Truth. 
It is His to shine upon His own work in our hearts, both bright- 
ening it, and aiding us in the comparison of it. It is His to 
stimulate our righteousness, caution, and impartiality, by renew- 
ing and sanctifying the dispositions, and quickening our appre- 
hensions of the Divine Judge, and of the stake at issue. Thus 
the comparison between our graces and the Bible standard, is 
made under His superintendence and light; so that while He 
communicates no new revealed fact, contributes nothing new, so 
to speak, to the material of the comparison, or of the measuring 
rule, the result of the measurement is trustworthy. If sucha 
soul finds in itself the evident actings of such graces as the Bible 
calls for, then it has an assurance which is both scriptural and 
reasonable and spiritual. It is according to the rule of Scrip- 
ture. It is reached according to the laws of the human under- 
standing, intelligently and solidly. But best of all, it is also 
formed under the superintendence of the Holy Ghost, and 
He enables the humble, prayerful inquirer, to repose on it 
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with “a hope inexpressible and full of glory.” Such an 
assurance may well be called infallible. It may be aped indeed, 
so far as human judgment can distinguish, by false security ; 
but the difference is known to God, and to the believer, con- 
scious as he is of thorough candour, humility and submission ; 
and the judgment day will reveal the difference. 
Now the ideas of the Wesleyan concerning this witness 
ie tofethe. Holy aGhost; jare: farcdifferent:»< ‘He 
tere aede + makes it indeed an independent revelation, 
by which the Holy Ghost reveals immedi- 
ately to the convert’s mind, without a mediate process of self- 
examination and comparison, that he is now reconciled. All 
the arguments on which they rely to establish this view, against 
ours, may be reduced to two: that two witnesses are said 
(Rom. viii: 16), to concur, whereas our view seems to make no 
other testimony than that of our own spirits (assisted indeed 
by the Holy Ghost), and that the assurance cannot proceed 
mediately from the believer's consciousness of Christian affec- 
tions within; because those affections are only evoked by the 
assurance of our adoption. I Jno.iv:1g. To the first of these 
-I reply, their view excludes the witnessing of the believer’s 
spirit at least as much as ours seems to exclude that of God’s. 
But, how can this concurrence of two witnesses be better 
described than in such a case as we have sup- 
posed? We protest that our view does most 
fully and fairly avow the concurrence of God’s Holy Ghost in 
the witnessing. He witnesseth along with our spirits. To the 
second argument, we reply that is worthless to all except a 
Synergist. It is simply absurd, in our view, to assert that the 
believer can never have any regenerate exercises characteristic 
of the new life, until after he has an assurance of his adoption: 
when we believe, and have proved, that faith itself is a regen- 
erate exercise, as well as repentance. Second: it is false that 
the renewed soul has no regenerate exercises till they are 
evoked by an assurance of its acceptance. This is not the 
sense of Jno. iv:19. The first love of the new-born soul is not 
thus mercenary ; it cannot help loving, and repenting, and ador- 
ing, though unconscious of hope. And last: surely the exhibi- 
tion of the goodness, grace, truth and love of God made to all 
sinners in Jno, iii: 16, is enough to evoke the first actings of love 
onthe new-born sinner’s part, while he is still unconscious of a 
personal hope. To say that a regenerate soul could look at 
this lovely exhibition of God’s mercy towards ‘ whosoever will 
receive it,” and feel no love, because forsooth not yet assured of 
its own personal interest in it, is to say that that soul is still in 
the gall of bitterness. 
This idea of an immediate witness we disprove, Ist, by the 
fact that self-examination is commanded, 
which would be superfluous to him already 
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assured by 2% wevelation. 2nd. Because revelations have 
ceased, and Chrrstians are now remanded to Scripture as the 
whole and sole source of all the religious informations needed 
to carry the soul to heaven. Jno. v: 39; 1 Cor. xiii : 8; 2 Tim. tii: 15 
-17, 3rd.It contradicts the experience of the very best converts 
[tried by their freits], who often exhibit good marks of peni- 
tence, submission, lowe: when their souls are so absorbed by 
the sense of God’s holiness and majesty, and their own vileness, 
that they dare not rejoice in theiracceptance. And it equally 
contradicts the experience of maturer converts, who usually 
have their assurance dawn slightly, and grow gradually, as their 
experience and graces grow. See Is. xlii:16; Rom.v;4. 4th. 
It opens the doors for untold self-deceptions, mistaking the 
whispers of self-love, carnal security, spiritual pride, fanaticism, 
or Satan, for this swper-scriptural witness. The most biting 
argument against it is in the history of Wesleyan revivals, 
with their spurious conversions. John Wesley was himself so 
sensible of this objection, that he appeals to the other concur- 
rent witnessing, that of the Christian’s consciousness compared 
with Scripture, to show him that the previous witness is the 
Holy Ghost, not a delusion. This virtually surrenders his dogma: 
for this witness of the believer’s spirit, although mentioned last, 
is in reality precedent in order. As the ambasador’s credentials 
must precede his recoguition, so this witnessing of the concious 
graces inthe heart tnust give credence to the immediate impres- 
sion ! 

Assurance of hope, scripturally founded, will result in 
advantage only. It increases spiritual joy. 
Thus it promotes usefulness, Nehemiah viii: 
10, It unseals the heart to praise God. It 
stimulates evangelical labours. 4x Cor. xv:58. It nerves us for 
self-denial. It lifts us above carnal temptations. Phil. iv: 7. 

Some have thought the assurance of hope arrogant, 
as though it were modest and seemly to be in suspense con- 
cerning our salvation. l answer: If we expected to save our- 
selves, so it would be. Yo be in suspense whether Christ is 
able, and willing, and faithful, surely. is no mark of our humil- 
ity; but, on the contrary, it is a dishonor to Him.. 

The main objection, however, is, that assurance, coupled 
with the doctrine of perseverance of saints, will become the 
sure occasion of spiritual indolence and carnal security. 
We reply, that if an unrenewed man should persuade him- 
self unscripturally that he is in Christ, this result would surely 
follow. But how can it follow to that man who senpturally 
founds his hope on the existence in himself ot a disposivion to 
flee from sin, strive after holiness, and fight the good fight of 
faith ? He hopes he is a Christian, only because he sees re: son 
to hope that he shall strive to the end. The percevtion in him- 
self of the depraving consequence charged abeve,. would at 
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ence vitiate the evidence that he was, or ever had been, a child 
of God, just in proportion as it was realized. The watchful 
garrison are confident that they shall not fall victims to a sur- 
prise, because they intend to watch. Such assurance only 
stimulates effort. The drunken rioters go to sleep flattering 
themselves they shall not be surprised ; but this is presumption, 
not assurance. In the actual experiences of Christians, he who 
enjoys the grace of assurance ever walks most carefully and 
tendery before his God, lest the precious elixir be lost through 
Mecicence, “See! Ps) ‘cxxxix 21, 243) /2" Cor. v26-9; Heb. 
V1: 9-12. 


LECTURE LX. 
PRAYER. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What is the definition, and what the parts of prayer ? 
Conf. of Faith, ch. xxi. Shorter Cat. Qu. 98to end. Directory of Worship, 
chs. 5, 15, Dick, Lect. 93. Ridgley, Qu. 178. 
2. Who is the proper object of prayer? 
u pDick> Mect..930)) Ridgley,;Ou.. 179. 
3. What are the proper grounds by which the duty of prayer is sustained and 
enforced ? 
Piereh. Da vilie ch, fo. Dicks Lect. 93: “EU bk: vy 313. Knapp, ¢ 133; 
Appendix. 
4. Refute the objections to the reasonableness of prayer, drawn from God’s 
omniscience, immutability, independence, decrees ; and from the stability of Nature. 
So. Presb. Rev., Jan. 1870. Art. i, Dr. Girardeau. Chalmers’ Nat, Theol. 
bk. v,ch. 3.. Dick, Lect. 93. _McCosh, Div. Gov. bk. ii, ch. 2, 3 5, 6. Duke 
of Argyll, ‘‘ Reign of Law,” ch. 2. Sensualistic Phil. of 19th Cent. ch. 13. 
5. What is the rule of prayer, and what the qualities of acceptable prayer ? 
Dick, as above. and Lect. 94. Pictet, as above. Ridgley, Qu. 185, 186. 
6. What is the nature and extent of the warrant given us to expect answers? 
see, €.2., Matt. va: 7,8; Mark, xi: 24. Dick, Lect. 94. Pictet, as above. 
Dr. Leonard Wood’s Lectures, 95-99. So. Presb. Rev., Jan. 1872., Art. 1. 
apie of Plym., Br. Life of Trust, or Biography of the Rev. Geo. Muler of 
Bristol. 
7. Show that prayer should be both secret, social, ejaculatory, and stated. 
Dick) Dect. 64. 
8. What model is given for our prayers ? 
Dick, Lect. 95. See on the Whole, Magee on Atonement, dissertation 8th ; 
and Dr. Leonard Wood’s Lectures, 95 to 99. 


¢¢ PRAYER is an offering up of our desires unto God for 

things agreeable to His will, in the name of Christ, with 
confession of our sins, and thankful acknowl- 
edgement of His mercies.” 

Its several parts are stated, in the Directory for Worship, 
to be adoration, thanksgiving, confession, petition, intercession 
and pleading. See Directory. Ch. v: § 2. 

God alone is the proper object of religious worship. Matt. 


1. Definition. 
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iv: 10. The general reason for this is, that 
He alone possesses the attributes which are 
implied in the offer of religious worship. The 
Beign who is to be worshipped by all the Church must be 
omniscient. Otherwise our prayers would never reach His ears. 
And if conveyed to Him, they would utterly confound and 
overwhelm any finite understanding, in the attempt to distin- 
guish, comprehend, and judge concerning them. Then, more- 
over, the being to whom we resort in prayer, must be all-wise, 
in order to know infallibly what is best for us, and how to pro- 
cure it. Such omniscience as we have above described implies, 
of course, omnipresence. Second. This Lord must be infin- | 
itely good, otherwise we should have no sufficient warrant to 
carry Him our wants, and His benevolence would be over- 
taxed by such constant and innumerable appeals. Third. He 
must be almighty, else He is no adequate refuge and depend- 
ence for our souls, in all exigencies. Some most urgent wants 
and dangers might arise, which only omnipotence could meet. 
For these reasons the offering of prayer is ay#.tual ascrip- 
tion of divinity to its object; and we reject 
all such appeals to saints and angels as idol- 
atrous. For us sinners, the door of prayer is 
only opened by the Covenant of Grace. (Why?) Now we have 
seen that God the Father stands economically as the represent- 
ative of the whole Trinity, on the part of the Godhead, as 
Christ the Son stands as sinner’s representative in that transac- 
tion. Hence prayer is usually addressed to the Father through 
the Son, and by the Spirit.” Eph. i?18. But we mest ioer 
imagine that one person is more properly the object of prayer 
than another. All are made alike objects of worship, in the apos- 
tolic benediction, 2 Cor. xiii: 14, in.the formula of baptism, and 
in Rev.i: 4. But more: we find Jesus Christ, so to speak, the 
separate object of worship, in Gen. xvili: 23; Josh. v: 14; Acts 
vil: $93) Revit 17 swiss? Hebi. i336, (ete. dT ese aan 
authorize us to address a distinct petition to either of the 
Persons. 
The duty of prayer reposes immediately on God’s com- 
3. The Duty Reas- Mand,. who “wills that men pray every- 
onable. (a.) It Culti- where.” 1 Tim. ii: 8. But this is a precept 
vaca oe which most eminently commends itself to 
every man’s conscience in the sight of God, because so clearly 
founded in nature. That is there are numerous and powerful 
reasons proceeding out of our very relations to God, for the 
duty of prayer. That this is true is obviously suggested by the 
strength of the instinct of devotion in every rationalbreast. The 
immediate prompting of the sense of want or sin, in the crea- 
ture, is to make him say: “ Lead me to the Rock that is higher 
than I.” Ps. lxi: 2. And to pray, is mentioned of Saul as the 
characteristic evidence that he had learned to fear God. Acts 


2. God ,the Only 
Proper Object. 


Prayer May be to 
the Persons of Trinity. 
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1x2) 11, Wherever -there» is” religion,’ true''or ‘false, there 
is prayer. Even the speculative atheist, when pressed 
by danger, has been known to belie his pretended creed, 
by calling in anguish upon the God whom he had denied. 
This natural instinct of -prayer reposes for its ground 
on God’s perfections, and man’s dependence and _ wants. 
And so long as these two facts remain what they are, 
man must be a praying creature. Let the student remem- 
ber, also, that man, while finiteand dependent, is also an essen- 
tially active creature. Emotion, andthe expression of emotion. 
are the unavoidable, because natural outgoings of his powers. 
He cannot but put forth his activity in efforts tending to the 
objects of his desires; he must cease first to be man; and 
prayer is the inevitable, the natural effort of the dependent 
creature, in view of exegencies above his own power. To tell 
him who believes in a God, not to pray, is to command him to 
cease to be a man. 

Prayer is the natural homage due from the creature to his 
heavenly Father. God being Himself all 
blessed, and the sole Source and Giver of 
blessedness, can receive no recompense from any creature. But 
is no form of homage therefore due? To say this, would be to 
say that the creature owes God nothing, because God bestows 
so much! = It would extirpate religion practically from the 
universe. Now, I assert, in opposition to the Rationalistic 
Deists, who say that the only reasonable homage is a virtuous 
life, and the cultivation of right emotions; that prayer also is 
more directly, and still more naturally, that reasonable homage. 
God must bestow on man all the good he receives; then man 
ought to ask for all that good. Itis tne homage to God’s benef- 
ficent power, appropriate to a creature dependent, yet intelli- 
gent and active. Man ought to thank God for all good; it is 
the natural homage due from receiver to Giver. Man ought to 
confess all his sin and guilt; it is the natural homage due from 
sinfulness to sovereign holiness. Man ought to deprecate God’s 
anger; it is the appropriate homage due from conscious guilt 
to power and righteousness. Man ought to praise God’s per- 
fections. Thus only can the moralintelligence God has created, 
pay to Him its tribute of intellectual service. I should like to 
see the reasoning analyzed, by which these skeptics are led to 
admit that the creature does owe to God-the homage ofa virtu- 
ous life and affections. I will pledge myself to show that the 
same reasoning equally proves he owes the homage of prayer. 
Conceive of God as bestowing all the forms of good on man 
which his dependent nature needs, without requiring any 
homage of prayer from man as the means of its bestowal; 
and you will immediately have, man being such as he is 
(an active being), a system of practical atheism. Relig- 
ion, relation between man and God will be at an end. 
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True, God would be related to man, but not man to God! 
Anomalous and guilty condition! “No feeling of dependence, 
reverence, gratitude, wholesome fear, would find expression 
from the creature. 

This leads us, third, to the important remark, that prayer 


is the natural means of grace appropriate to 
Is Means of Grace, S Ppprop 


pete the creature. Prayer is not intended to pro- 
duce a change in God, but in us. Rev. 
Rowland Hill explained to sailors: ‘The man in the skiff at 


the stern of a man-of war, does not pull the ship to himself, in 
hauling at the line, but pulls the skiff to the ship. This line is 
prayer. Prayer does not draw God down to us, but draws us 
up to God, and thus establishes the connection.” Now, as we 
have seen, man being anessentially active creature, the exercise 
of all those right affections which constitute gracious charac- 


/ 


ter necessitates their expression, And again,to refuse expression | \ 


to an affection chokes it; to give it its appropriate expression’ 


fosters and strengthens it. See examples. We see at once, | 


therefore, how prayer is a natural and necessary ,means for all 
gracious growth. Let us exemplify in detail. Faith is a mother 
grace to all others; but prayer is the natural and necessary 
expression of faith; it is its language, its vital breath. In 
spiritual desire the life of religion may be said to consist. Desire 
is implied in faith itself, for a man does not trust for what he 
does not want, and it is yet more manifest in hope. For hope 
is but desire, encouraged by the prospect of obtaining the 
desired object. Repentance includes a desire for deliverance 
from sin and attainment of holiness. Love of God includes a 
desire for communion with Him, and for His favour. So that it 


would not be very inaccurate to say that practical religion con- . / 
sists in the exercise of holy desires. But what is prayer, except Y* 


“the offering up of our desires to God?” Prayer is the vital 
breath of religion in the soul. Again, it cultivates our sense of 
dependence and of God’s sovereignty. By confessing our 
sins, the sense of sin is deepened. By rendering thanks, grati- 
tude is enlivened. By adoring the divine perfections, we are 
changed into the same image, from glory to glory. From all 
this it is apparent that prayer is the Christian’s vital breath. If 
God had not required it, the Christian would be compelled to 
offer it by his own irrepressible promptings. Ifhe were taught 
to believe that it was not only’ useless, but wrong, he would 
doubtless offer it in his heart in spite of himself, even though 
he were obliged to accompany it with a petition that God 
would forgive the offering. To have no prayer is, for man, to 
have no religion. 
But last, and chiefly, prayer is a means of grace, because 
; God has appointed it as the instrument of 
in Gy ee man’s receiving His Spirital influences. It is 
enough for the Christian to know that all his 


} 
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growth in grace is dependent, and that God hath ordained: 
“he that asketh receiveth.” 

Thus we see the high and essential grounds on which the 
duty of prayer rests, grounds laid in the very natures of God 
and of man, and in the relations between the two. 

But it is from the nature of God that the rationalistic 

objections are drawn against the reasonable- 
oe eee Orel ce ness of the duty. It is said, “Since God is 

omniscient, there is no meaning in our telling 
Him our wants, for He knows them already, better than we do. 
Since He is good, He already feels every proper impulse to 
make us happy, and to relieve our pains; and does not need 
any persuading on our part, to incline Him to mercy. And 
since He is immutable, and has already determined from eter- 
nity, every act of His future agency, by an unchangeable 
decree, to hope to change God by our importunity, is worse 
than useless; it isa reproach to Him. Hence there is nothing 
for the wise man to do, but to receive His allotments with calm 
submission, and to honour Him by imitating His moral perfec- 
tions.” 

We reply: to him who had any reverence for the Scrip- 
ture these assertions of God’s wisdom and 
goodness would be arguments to prove, 
instead of disproving, the propriety of prayer. .For has not 
this wise and good being commanded prayer? Has He not 
seen fit to appoint prayer as the instrument for receiving His 
purposed blessings? Then, to the humble mind, there is the 
best proof that prayer is reasonable. But farther, we have 
already remarked that, so far as prayer is intended to produce 
any change, it is not a change in God, but in us. He does not 
command it because He needs to be informed of our wants, or 
to be made willing to help. He commands it because He has 
seen fit to ordain it as the appointed means for reception of 
His blessings. And we have seen abundant reasons why it isa 
suitable means to be thus ordained: a wise rneans, a right 
means. It is a necessary and instinctive outgoing of the rightly 
feeling soul. It is the proper homage for man to render God. 
It is an influence wholesome for man’s soul itself. And now, 
God having seen these good reasons (doubtless with others) for 
ordaining prayer as the means of receiving His favour ; there 
is nothing in His wisdom, goodness, or immutability, inconsist- 
ent with His regular enforcement of the rule, “ask, and ye 
shall receive.” 

Not in His goodness: For if any one should take such a 

view of the Divine benevolence as to suppose 

Gods , Benevolence . that itiwilk: in-eve bes a- 
No Objection. ry case bestow on the crea 
ture such blessings as God’s nature and pur- 

pose permit, without requiring to be persuaded by the 
creature’s use of means, the whole course of His providence 
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would refute it. God is benevolent in bestowing on multitudes 
of farmers the fruits of the earth. If any one trusts to His 


- immutable goodness, without plowing and sowing his field, he 


will certainly be disappointed. The truth is just here: that 
God is infinitely benevolent, but still, it is a benevolence exer- 
cised always in harmony with His wisdom, and with all His 
other attributes. The question then is: Have God’s wisiom, 
sovereignty, and other attributes, impelled Him to decide that 
He cannot consistently give some particular gifts except to those 
that ask? If so, it is vain to argue from His infinite goodness. 
Nor do God’s decree and unchangeableness show that it is 
His Immutability no inconsistent in Him to answer prayer. His 
Oniacneu immutability does not consist in acting with | 
a mechanical sameness, irrespective of change 
of circumstances. It is an immutability of principles. The 
sameness of principle dictates a change of conduct when 
outward circumstances change. To refuse to change in such 
cases would often be mutability. And the familiar old answer 
here applies, that God's decree embraces the means as much as 
the end. Wherever it was His eternal purpose that any crea- 
ture should receive grace, it was His purpose equally that he 
should ask. Ina word, these objections are just the same with 
those of the vulgar fatalist, who objects that, because “ what is to 
be, will be,” therefore it is of no use to make any effort. There 
is no difference whatever in the refinement or wisdom of the 
objectors. To be consistent, these rationalists who refuse to 
pray should also refuse to plow, to sow, to cultivate, to take 
medicine when sick, to watch against danger, &c. 

The difficulty, however, which is now thought most formid- 
able, and is most frequently advanced by 
Rationalists, is that drawn from the stability 
of nature. The argument of the objection 
is, that except where God acts supernaturally, as in regenera- 
tion and the resurrection, He acts only through second causes ; 
that the tie between cause and effect is efficient, and the 
result regular; so that each effect is potentially in its ante- 
cedent cause, which is, very probably, an event that has already 
occurred, and is therefore irrevocable. Hence, it is impossible 
but that the effect must follow, pray as we may against it; 
unless God will miraculously break the ties of natural causa- 
tion; but that, we know, He will not do. 

Now, this is either an argument ad iguorantiam, or it is 
atheistic. The simple, popular (and sufficient) 
view which refutes it is: That God governs 
this world in every natural event through His special provi- 
dence; and the regular laws of nature are only the uniform 
modes of ‘those second causes, which He employs to do so. 
Now, the objection is simply this: that God has constructed a 
machine, which is so perfect, and so completely His, that He 


Objection from Sta- 
bility of Nature. 


General Reply. 


OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 719 


cannot modify its action without breaking it! That is, His 
success has been so complete, in constructing this machine of 
nature to work His intended ends, that He has shut Himself 
out of His own handiwork! Such is the absurdity which the 
matter must wear in the hands of a theist. Nature is a 
machine which God made and now uses to effect a set of ends, 
all of which were foreseen and purposed; and among which 
were all the destined answers to the acceptable prayers foreseen 
to be uttered. Of course God has not so made it as to exclude 
Himself and His own purposes. How does He manage the 
machine to make it work those purposes? We may not know 
how; but this is no evidence that He does not. The inference 
from His general wisdom and promise is proof enough that He 
can and does. A very good illustration may be taken from a 
railroad train. . It is propelled, not» by an animal which has 
senses to hear command, but bya steam engine. The mechan- 
ical force exerted is irresistible by man. The conditions of its 
movement are the most rigidly methodical; only up and down 
one track, within certain times. But there is a Conductor; and 
his personal will can arrest it at the request of the feeblest child. 

But to be more exact: The objector urges that the general 
laws of nature are stable. Grant it. What 
is nature? It is a universe of matter and 
mind related, and not of matter only. Now 
only postulate that desire, prayer, and the answers to prayer 
are among those general laws, which, as a complex whole, have 
been assigned to regulate nature, and the uniformity of nature 
only confirms the hope of answers to prayers. Has the phil- 
osopher explored all the ties of natural causation made by God? 
He does not pretend so. Then it may be that among the unex- 
plored ties are some subtle and unexplained bonds which con- 


Prayer a Part of the 
General Law. 


-nect prayers with their answers as natural causes and effects. 


And all that we have said, in showing how natural prayer is t» 
creatures, makes the postulate probable. 

Again. Does natural law govern the universe? Or, does 

God Rules by His God govern it by natural law? Men perpet- 
Laws of Natureas He ually cheat themselves with the idea that law 
FCPS Se. is a power, whereas it is simply the method 
of a power. Whence the power of the natural second cause? 
Originally from God; and its working is maintained and regu- 
lated by God. Hence it is utterly improbable (whether we can 
comprehend or not) that God should have so arranged His own 
power communicated to His works as to obstruct His own per- 
sonal will. Remember that God is personal, and not a mere 
anima mundi. He is a sovereign moral Person. 

Last, recurring to the views given in explanation of God’s 
providence (Lect. xxv), you will be reminded, 
that power in second causes only acts when 
the suitable relations are established between 


His Providence in 
all Second Causes. 
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them and those things which are to be the recipients of the 
effects: that among all possible relations, many might be fruit- 
ful of no effects, and others of very different effects: That 
hence, there is here, room for the perpetual, present manipu- 
lation of the invisible Hand in providence. Thus, God always 
has resources to modify the acting of natural causes, they still 
acting according to their natures. As I remarked: All God’s 
providence is special; and the supernatural is always with the 
natural; else the latter could not be. 

The proposal has been made by modern Materialists, to 

payee aes test the efficacy of prayer by a physical test, 
Pee such as is applied to try the efficacy of mate- 
rial causes. The absurdity, as well as impiety 
of this proposal appears from two remarks. One is, that the 
physical answers to prayer; or in other words, those effects 
which confer physical change and benefit, belong to that class 
of things which, as we shall show anon, God has never bound 
Himself, by any categorical promise, to bestow. We are 
encouraged to pray for them; but God holds the answer con- 
tingent to us, deciding to give or withhold according as He 
sees best in His secret sovereignty. Hence, in the only cases 
where a physical test could possibly apply, there is no definite 
promise to be tested.. The other remark is: that unless the 
atheist’s theory be demonstrated, it will remain at least possi- 
ble that we shall find a personal will dispensing the answer to 
prayer. This proposal then requires this venerable Person to 
submit Himself to an additional test of His fidelity, after He has 
given His promise; and that on a demand which may always 
appear to Him petulant and insolent. So that, unless the pro- 
posed test is guilty of the sophism of begging the very ques- 
tion to be ascertained, it is always presumable, that this majes- 
tic Person may choose to refuse all response to the proposed 
test, and may deem this refusal necessary to His self-respect. 
In the parallel case, there is every probability that anyone of 
these Materialists would be silent, and stand on his dignity. If 
there is a God, (the thing to be ascertained in this inquiry) shall 
He not consult His self-respect? The proposed method of 
inquiry is then worthless. 

The proper rule of prayer is the whole Word of God. Not 
only are its instances of inspired devotion 
our exemplars, and its promises our warrant; 
its precepts are the measure of our petitions, and its threaten- 
ings the stimulants. There is no part of Scripture which may 
not minister to the guidance of the Christian’s prayers. But 
further, the Word of God is the rule of our prayers also in this 
sense, that all which it does not authorize, is excluded. Prayer 
being a homage to God, it is for Him to say what worship He 
will accept; all else is not homage, but presumption. Again, 
both man’s blindness and corruption, and God’s infinitude for- 
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bid that we should undertake to devise acts of worship, of our 
own motion. They will be too apt to partake of some of our 
depravity, or else to lead in some way, unforeseen to us, to 
developments of depravity. And God’s nature is too inscru- 
table to our feeble minds, for us to undertake to infer from it, 
except as we are cuided by the light of the Word. Hence, the 
strict Protestant eschews “ will “worship” as a breach of the 
decalogue. 

When we examine the inspired rule of prayer, we find that, 
to be acceptable, it must be sincere and hearty; 
it must be addressed to God with faith in 
Christ ; it must be for objects agreeable to 
God’s will; it must be prompted by the Holy Ghost; it must 
be accompanied with genuine repentance and gratitude. See 
sr aiin oon jen. minis Jao) KIVENGEN TD no. vy T4, 15; 
Tem vane 200 Philoavy 2 65761 pnol id ae/ Ps, chevi 2 18°; 
Heb. xi: 6, &c. 

The more immediate model which God has given for our 
prayer, is the Lord’s prayer. That. it was not intended fora 
liturgy to be servilely followed, our authors have shown, in their 
discussions of liturgies. But that it was intended both as a 
general guide in the structure of our own petitions, and asa 
form whose very words are to be employed by us on proper 
decasmoris) ris manifest ch sivpatt. wr 1°O 3s idke*xis 20" The 
most plausible objection to it, as a model for Christians is, that 
it contains no express reference to a Mediator, and answer 
through His merit and intercession. The answer is, that it is 
an Old Testament prayer: is intended as such, because that 
dispensation was still standing. When it was about to close, 
Christ completed this feature of it, by enjoining the use of His 
nemer As Seen ohn wives 36 x iO Sex Bae. 

We apprehend that there is much vagueness in the views 
of Christians concerning “the nature and ex- 
tent of the warrant which they have to expect 
an answer to their prayers. Some err by de- 
fect, forming no definite view of the ground on which their 
faith is entitled to rest; and consequently, approaching the 
throne of Grace with no lively hopes whatever. Others err by 
excess, holding the promises in a sense God did not intend them 
to bear; and consequently their hopes are fanatical and super- 
stitious. Now, in order that our faith may be firm, it must be 
correct and intelligent. The consequence of these erroneous 
views ultimately is disappointment, and hence, either self-accu- 
Sation, or skepticism. 

The warrant for prayer is of course to be sought, immedi- 
ately, in the promises. Of these some seem 
very emphatic: e. g., Matt. vii: 7; Mark xi: 
24. On promises of the latter class especi- 
ally, some have built a theory of prayer, thus: that the only 
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reason any prayer of one in a state of grace, and actuated in 
the main by pious motives, is not specifically and infallibly 
answered, is, that it was not offered in faith, and that wherever 
such a saint fully believes that he shall receive that which he 
asks, he will receive it, as surely as inspiration. And such 
prayer it was the fashion to dignify with the title, “the prayer of 
faith,” among some religionists. In opposition, I would urge 
that common sense refutes it; and shows that practically there 
is a limitation to these general promises of answer to prayer. 
Who believes that he can, providedehis motives are in the main 
pious, pray away a spell of illness, or raise up a sick friend, or 
convert an individual sinner, with infallible certainty ? But may 
they not put in a saving clause by saying: ‘‘ Such prayers are 
dictated by the Holy Ghost? This makes all right.” Ans.: 
The Christian has no mode of distinguishing the specific cases 
of spiritual impulse in his own heart; because the Holy Ghost 
operates in and through his natural capacities. Hence, to the 
Christian, the universal warrant is practically lacking. It is 
manifestly incompetent to the Christian to say, in advance of 
the answer: The Spirit dictates this prayer beyond doubt. 
Second: -Scripture refutes it; for there are clear cases of peti- 
tions of Bible saints, made in faith, piety, urgency, and not 
specifically answered. See 2 Sam. xii: 16,19; 2 Cor. xii: 8—- 
to: and above all, Matt. xxvi: 39. And third: Wecan hardly 
suppose that God would abdicate His omniscience in His deal- 
ings towards the very objects of His redeeming love, and make 
their misguided, though pious desires the absolute rule of His 
conduct towards them. This would be the literal result, were 
He absolutely pledged to do for shortsighted Christians exactly 
what they, with pious motives, ask of Him. We may add here, 
that such an assumption is refuted by God’s claim to chastise 
believers for their profit. They of course pray, and innocently 
pray for exemption. (‘‘ Remove Thy stroke from me; for |] am 
consumed by the blow of Thine hand.”) If God were under 
~bond to hear every prayer of faith, He would have to lay down 
the rod in each case, as soon as it was taken up. 
There is then, of course, some practical limitation in these 
pee), eneral promises. What is it? I answer, 
Peete Limitations it is to be found in the whole tenour of Scrip- 
ture. And generally in the language of 1 
Jno.v: 14. All our prayers shall be specifically answered in 
God’s time and way, but with literal and absolute accuracy, if 
they are believing and pious prayers, and for things according 
to God’s will. Now there are only two ways to find out what 
things are such; one is by special revelation, as in the case of 
faith of miracles, and petitions for them; the other is by the 
Bible. Here the explanation of that erroneous view of the 
warrant of prayer, above described, is made easy and plain. It 
is said that if the Christian prays with right motives, and with 
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an assured belief that he shall obtain, he will obtain ; no matter 
what he asks, (unless it be something unlawful). Yes, but what 
warrant has he for the belief that he shall obtain? Faith, with- 
out an intelligible warrant, is sheer presumption. Suppose, for 
instance, the object of petition is the recovery of a sick friend ; 
where does the applicant read God's pledge of a specific answer 
to that prayer? Certainly not in Scripture. Does he pretend 
a direct spiritual communication? Hardly. Hehas no specific 
warrant at all; and if he works himself up into a notion that 
he is assured of the answer, it 1s but a baseless fantasy, rather 
insulting than honourable to God. Iknow that pious biography 
is full of supposed instances of this kind, as when Luther is 
said to have prayed for the recovery of Melancthon. Theseare 
the follies of good men; and yet God’s abounding mercy may 
in some cases answer prayers thus blemished. 

We return then to Scripture, and ask again, what is the 

TwotiClecses. of cxtent*of the warrant there’ found ?'. The 
Good. The Warrant answer is, that God, both by promise and 
for First Only is Abso- example, clearly holds out two classes of 
lute. : ; hte ; 

objects for which Christians pray. One is the 
class of which an instance has just been cited — objects natur- 
ally desirable, and in themselves innocent, which yet are not 
essential to redemption; such as_ recovery from sickness, 
recovery of friends, good name, daily bread, deliverance from 
persecution, conversion of particular sinners, &c., &c. It 1s 
right to pray for such things; it is even commanded: and we 
have ground, in the benevolence, love, and power of God, and 
tender sympathy of the Mediator, to hope for the specific 
answer. But still the truest believer will offer those prayers 
with doubts of receiving the specific answer; for the simple 
reason that God has nowhere specifically promised to bestow it. 
The enlightened believer urges such petitions, perhaps warnftly : 
but still all are conditioned on an “if it be possible,” “if it be ' 
consistent with God’s secret will.’ And he does not know 
whether he shall receive or not, just because that will is still 
secret. But such prayers, offered with this general trust in 
God’s power, benevolence and better wisdom, and offered in 
pious motives, are accepted, even though not answered. cf. 2 
Cor. xii: 8,-withvs.9; Matt. xxvi:>39; with Heb. v:7.. God 
does not give the very thing sought, though innocent in itself; 
He had never promised it: but He “makes all things work 
together for good to the petitioner.” This should be enough to 
satisfy every saint. 

The other class of objects of prayer is, the benefits accom- 
panying redemption ; all the gifts which make up, in the elect, 
growth in grace, perseverance, pardon, sanctification, complete 
redemption. For these we pray with full assurance of a spe- 
cific answer, because God has told us, that it is His purpose 
specifically to bestow them in answer to all true prayer. See 
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Ps. clxsxcxiv’:-ai5, duke xt nage 2) Thess tiv f iukernireaes 
John xv: 8. So, we have a warrant to pray in faith, for the 
grace to do the things which God’s word makes it our duty to 
do. In all such cases, our expectation of an answer is entitled 
to be as definite as was that of Apostles, when inspired with the 
faith of miracles. God may not give it in the shape or chan- 
nel we expected; He may choose to try our faith by unex- 
pected delays, but the answer is sure, because definitely prom- 
ised, in His own time and way. Here we may say, Habak. 
ii: 3, ‘‘ For the vision is yet for an appointed time, but at the 
end it shall speak, and not lie; though it tarry, wait for it; 
because it will surely come, it will not tarry.” 

In addition to the promises, our expectation of an answer 
to prayer is strengthened by the following 
precious considerations. (a) When we pray 
for things agreeable to God’s will, we virtually pray for what 
will promote His glory and good pleasure. We are like the 
industrious servant petitioning to a wise master, for a new tool 
or implement in order to work better for him. (b) Such prayers 
are prompted by the Holy Ghost, and therefore (Rom. viii: 27), 
are surely destined to be answered, lbecause the good and truth- 
ful God would not evoke such desires only in order to repulse 
them. (c) Our union to Christ confirms this; because we know 
that the sap of spiritual affections circulates in us from Him our 
Root: so that the way we come to have a good desire is, by 
His having it first. Now, if He desires that thing too, we shall 
be like to get it. (d) Christ’s intercession, so tender and gener- 
ous, so prevalent, and perpetual, presents the most glorious 
ground of hope. He rejects no pigus applicant. He ever 
liveth to intercede. The Farther heareth Him always. Hence, 
Hebyiv.est $116; 

eWe are commanded to “ pray always,” “ without ceasing.” 

7. PiayerShould be That is, the temper of prayer should be 
Social’ and Secret, always prevalent: and ejaculatory prayer 
StatedandEjaculatory. should be habitual, and frequent as our 
spiritual exigencies. But it is also our duty to pray statedly : 
the morning and evening, at least, being obviously proper 
stated seasons for secret, and the Lord’s day, at least, for social 
and public prayer. The reason is, that man, a finite creature, 
controlled so greatly by habit, cannot well perform any contin- 
uous duty, without a season appropriated to it; and that, a 
stated season. He needs all the aids of opportunity and leis- 
ure. Noris there any incompatibility of such stated seasons, 
with our dependence on the Holy Ghost for ability to offer 
acceptable prayer. Some Christians seem to be infected with 
the Quaker idea, that because all true prayer is prompted by 
the Spirit, it is best not to attempt the duty at the stated hour, 
if His affatus is not felt. The folly of this appears from our 
Saviour’s words: “Behold I stand at the door and knock.” 


Promises Confirmed. 
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The Spirit is always waiting to prompt prayer. His command 
is, to pray always. If, at the appointed hour, an indisposition 
to pray is experienced, it is our duty to regard this as a marked 
symptom of spiritual want; and to make it a plea for the 
petition, ‘‘ Lord, teach us to pray.” 

Again: Man must join inacts of social and public worship, 
because he is a social being; and hence he derives important 
aids in the difficult work of keeping alive the spirit of prayer 
within him. It is also his duty to glorify God before his fellow- 
creatures, by these public acts of homage, and to seek to benefit 
his fellows by the example of them. Yet the duty of public 
worship does not exclude that of secret. See Matt. vi: 6. 
Every soul is bound to pray statedly in secret, because of the 
example of Christ andthe saints; because the relation between 
God and the soul is direct and personal, admitting no daysman 
but Christ: because secret prayer is the best test and cultiva- 
tion of the spirit of true devotion: because each soul has 
special sins, mercies, wants, of which he should speak confi- 
dentially to his God; and because there is in secret prayer the 
most childllke and unrestrained intercourse between God and 
the soul. So important are these facts, that we may-usually 
say, that he who has no habit of secret prayer has no spirit of 
prayer at all. 


LECTURE LXI. 
THE SACRAMENTS. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What is a sacrament ? 


‘See Conf. of Faith, ch. 27, 1. Turrettin, Loc. xix, Qu. 1. Hill, bk. v, ch. 
5,24 Dick. Lect. 86. Ridgley, Qu. 162. Council of Trent. Sess. 7. Can. 
I-13, and Catechism. Rom. pt. ti, Qu. 2, 3. 


2. Are the sacraments mere symbols or badges, as say the Socinians, or also seals 
of the Covenant? 


Turrettin, Qu.5. Hill and Ridgley, as above. 


3. What the parts of the sacrament? And what the qualities requisite in the 
material parts ? 


pees Qu. 3. Dick, Lect. 86. Ridgley, Qu. 163. Conf. of Faith, ch. 
XXVil, 3 2. 
4. What is the sacramental union between these parts? 
Turrettin, Qu. 4.. Dick, as above. 
5. How many sacraments under the New Testament? 
Conf. of Faith, as above, 34. Turretttn, Qu. 31, Councilof Trent, as above, 
and Rom. Catechism, pt. ii, Qu. 11, 12. Dick, Lect. 87. Burnett, on the 
Thirty-nine Articles, Art. 25. So. Presbn. Rev., Art. i, Jan. 1876, 


6. How many sacraments under the Mosaic dispensation ; and what their relation 
to those of the New? 


Conf. of Faith, as above. 3 5. Rom. Cat., pt. ii, Qu. 9. Dick, Lect. 87. 
Turrettin, Qu. 9. Calvin Institutes, bk. iv, ch. 14, 3 23-end. 


"THE doctrine of the sacraments is closely dependent on 
| that of the Church; and is treated by many authorities, 
Doctrine of Church aS Strictly consequent thereon; as by Tur- 
and Sacraments De- rettin. It may also be remarked, that the 
peodeee: doctrine of the Church is a head of the theo- 
logy of redemption; and may be treated as such, as well asa 
source for practical rulés of church-order. But as that doctrine 
is ably treated in another department of this Seminary, I shall 
assume its main principles, and use them as foundations for the 
discussion of the sacraments, without intruding into that circle 
of inquiry. 
Let us remember then, that the true Church of Christ is 
Pere gttee invisible, and consists of the whole body of 
Se ees ere the effectually called: That the same name 
is given, by accommodation, in the Scrip- 
tures, to a visible body, consisting of all those throughout the 
world, who make a credible profession of the true religion, 
together with their children: That the essential properties of 
unity, holiness, indefectibility, catholicity, belong to the invisi- 
ble, and not the visible Church : That God has defined the visi- 
ble Church catholic, by giving it, in all its parts,a ministry, the 
Word, the sacraments and other ordinances, and some measure 
of His sanctifying Spirit: That this visible Church is traced 
back at least to the family of Abraham, where it was organ- 
ized by God’s own authority on a gospel and ecclesi.stical cov- 
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enant: That this visible Church is substantially the same 
under both dispensations, retaining under the New, the same 
membership and nature, though with a suitable change of cir- 
cumstances, which it had under the Old Dispensation; and that 
out of this visible Church catholic there is no ordinary possi- 
bility of salvation. In this visible Church, the sacraments are 
both badges of membership, and sealing ordinances. They 
also represent, apply, and seal, the chief truths of redemption. 
Hence, the importance of their discussion. They will be found 
to bear a close relation to our whole system, both of doctrine 
and church-order. ‘ 

When one examines the Scriptures, and sees the brief and 
simple statements there given concerning the 
sacraments, he will be very apt to feel that 
the place assigned them in many Protestant, 
and all Romish systems of divinity, is inordinately large. This 
is an evidence of the strong tendency of mankind to formalism. 
In our treatment of the subject, much of the length assigned it 
will arise from our attempts to rebut these formal and super- 
stitious tendencies, and reduce the sacraments to their Scriptu- 
ral simplicity. 

According to the definition of the Confession of Faith, ch. 

. 27,§ I, 2, there are four things which concur 
eke of Four +9 constitute a sacrament. (a.) A visible ma- 
§s- : 
material element. (b.) A covenanted grace 
of graces, aptly symbolized and represented to the senses by 
the element. (c.) A mutual pledge and seal of this covenant 
between God and the soul. (d.) And an express divine institu- 
tion. The usual patristic definition was, “a sacrament is a sen- 
sible sign of an invisible grace.’ But this is too indefinite, and 
leaves out the federal feature. All ceremonies are not sacra-_ 
ments because they are of divine appointment; for they may 
not have this material element as symbol of a spiritual grace; 
nor are all symbols of divine appointment therefore sacraments ; 
because they may not be seals of a covenant. 

One of the most important features is the express divine 
appointment. Sacraments are acts of wor- 
ship. All worship not instituted by God is 
will-worship, and therefore offensive, because 
He is infinite and inscrutable to finite minds, as well as our ab- 
solute Sovereign; so that it is presumption in man to devise ways 
to please Him any farther than the appointment of His word 
bears us out, and because the devices of depraved and short- 
sighted man are always liable to be depraved and depraving. 
These reasons, of course, apply in full force to sacraments of 
human device. But there is an additional one. A sacrament is 
God’s pledge of some covenanted grace to the true participant. 
Now, by the same reason that nobody can put my sign and seal 
to my bond save myself, no other than God can institute a 


1. Bible Ideas of Sa- 
crament Simple. 


God’s Appointment 
Most Essential. 
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sacrament. It is the most aggravated form of will-worship. 

The remarks of Dick and Hill concerning the etymology and 
usage of the word, sacramentum, have been 
sufficient ; (as meaning first, a suitor’s money 
placed in pledge; second, a soldier’s oath of 
enlistment; third, some holy secret, the usual vulgate transla- 
tion of wuornocov.) It has been plausibly suggested, that the 
latter is the sense primarily attached to it by the Latin Fathers, 
when they used it in our technical sense; as puotypcov is the 
word usually employed therefor by the Greeks. This is reas- 
onable: yet the other idea of oath of enlistment to Christ was, 
we know, early attached toit. For in the earliest literature of 
the martys, e. g., Tertullian, and thenceforward generally, we 
find the ideas enlarged on, thatthe Christian is a soldier enlisted 
and sworn, in the Lord’s Supper, to die for Jesus. 

Much of the remainder of this Lecture will consist of an 

attempt to substantiate the parts of our de- 
Seals Saas ar© finition of a sacrament. The Socinians (and 

gns. ‘ : 

as Lutherans and Papists charged, the Zwing- 
lians), being outraged by the unscriptural and absurd doctrine 
of Rome, concerning the intrinsic efficacy of sacraments, ez 
opere operato, adopted this view, that a sacrament is but an in- 
structive and commemorative symbol of certain facts and truths, 
and a badge of profession. This we hold to be true so far as 
it goes, but to be insufficient. They are also pledges and seals 
on God’s part of covenanted gospel blessings, as well as pledges 
of service and fidelity on our part (which is implied in their 
being badges of profession). And here we oppose the Papists 
also, because they also repudiate the sphragistic nature of the 
sacraments, in making them actually confer and work, instead of 
signing and sealing, the appropriate graces. 

The arguments for our view are the following: It is ex- 
pressly said, Rom. iv: 11, that circumcision, 
one of the sacraments of the Old Testament, 
was to Abraham a sign and “seal of the 
righteousness of faith, which he had while yet uncircumcised.” 
It must have been equally a seal to all other genuine believers 
of Israel; for the ground of its application to them was no 
other than their coming under the very covenant then instituted 
with Abraham, and inheriting the same promises. But baptism 
is the circumcision of the New Testament, the initial sign of 
the same covenant; and baptized believers are children of Abra- 
ham’s promises by faith. Matt. xxviii: 19; Acts ii: 38, 390; 
Rom. iv: 11, 16, &c. It seems very obvious therefore, that 
Baptism is as much a seal as circumsion was. , So the passover, 
at its first institution, was a pledge (as well as sign) of a cove- 
nanted immunity. See Exod. xii ; 13, 23. When we establish 
a similar identity between the Passover and the Supper, the 
same argument will appear, that the latter also is a seal. 


Etymology and 
Meaning. 


(a. ) Because Circum- 
sion was a Seal. 
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But second. The pledge contained in the sacraments is 
(b.) The Sacraments Plainly indicated in the outward or ecclesias- 
Confer Outward Privi- tical privileges, into which they immediately 
lege. induct the partaker. He who received the 
sign, was thereby at once entitled-to the enjoyment. of certain 
privileges, the signs and means of saving graces. Howcan the 
idea of pledging be avoided here? And the sacramental union 
expressed in the Bible language implies the same. In Gen. 
XVii : 10, 13, circumsion is called the covenant. In Jno. iti: 5; 
Tit. iii: 5; baptism is called regeneration; and in Acts xxii : 16, 
remission of sins. In Exod. xii, e¢ passzm, the lamb is called 
the passover. In 1 Cor. xi: 24, 25, the bread and wine are called 
the body and blood. Now, this intimate union, implied in such 
language, must be either opus operatum (which we shall disprove), 
or a sealing pledge. For illustration, by what usage of human 
language could that symbolical act in a feudal investiture, hand- 
ing to the tenant a green sod cut from the manor conveyed, be 
called “ Livery of seizin;” unless it was understood to represent 
the conveying and guaranteeing of possession in the land ? 
And third. When we remember that asacrament symbolizes 
not any kind of fact or truth, but one peculiar 
sort, viz: a covenant; we see that in making 
a sacrament a symbol and badge, we make it 
a seal and pledge. For the latter idea is necessarily involved 
in a federal symbol, which is just the idea of the sacrament. 
When I shake hands as an indication only of general good will, 
the act may be merely symbolical; but when I give my hand 
on a bargain, the symbol inevitably conveys a sealing mean- 
ing 


A Federal Sign is ne- 
cessarily a Seal. 


Both the Popish and Protestant Scholastics have defined 

3. Matter of the Sa. the sacraments as consisting in matter, and 
crament what? Natu- form. This proceeds upon the Peripatetic 
ral Foundation for it. analysis, adopted by the scholastic divines. 
They supposed that the most accurate definition of every ob- 
ject was made by stating, first the matter, 0A7, constitutive of the 
object, and then the form, oy7ya which, when superinduced, dis- 
criminated that object from every other that was constituted of 
the same 0/7. This answers quite correctly, for a concrete ob- 
ject. Thus: a sword may be defined. It matter is steel. But 
any steel is not a sword; there may be steel in a plough-share, 
or in an ingot, or in a bar. Add the special shape and fashion 
of the weapon, the form; and we have the idea of a sword. 
The student will see, that the attempt to extend this mode of 
definition to spiritual and ecclesiastical concepts is very ques- 
tionable: such, however, is the point of view, on which this de- 
finition turns. But here the student must note that, by form is 
not meant the shape of a material thing, or the formulary, or 
mode of observance outward; but (the idea of a sacrament be- 
ing complex) that trait which, when superinduced on the trans- 
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action, distinguishes it asa sacrament. Both agree that the 
matter of the sacrament: consists of a sensible symbol, and of a 
federal truth of religion symbolized. The trait of human nature 
to which the institution of sacraments is accommodated 
is evidently this: that man being a sensuous being, suggestions 
prompted by a sensible object, are much more vivid and perma- 
nent than those prompted by mental conceptions merely, whether 
the associated suggestion be of thought, or emotion. Society 
offers many illustrations of this mental law, and of useful social 
formalities founded on it. What else is the meaning and use of 
friends, shaking hands? Of civic ceremonials? Of the sym- 
bolical acts in forming matrimonial vows? Of commemorative 
monuments, painting and statues? On this principle rest also 
the attractiveness of pilgrimages, the ties of all local associa- 
tions, and the sacredness attached to the graves of the dust of 
those we love. 

Hence, it is obvious that there will be in every sacrament, 

Hence, a Sacrament SOme material element, palpable to the senses, 
has, first, a Significant and especially to our eye-sight. This element 
Material Part. = should also be not merely an arbitrary, but a 
natural sign of the grace signified; that is, it should have some 
natural analogy to suggest the related grace. By arbitrary 
agreement, soldiers have bargained that a certain blast of the 
trumpet shall signify advance, and algebraists, that a certain 
mark (++) shall represent addition. There is no previous anal- 
ogy. Butin circumcision, the removal of the preputizum aptly 
and naturally represents putting away carnality ; and results in 
a hidden, yet indelible mark, graphically signifying the inward 
renewal of the heart. In baptism, water, which is the detergent 
element in nature, as aptly signifies cleansing of guilt and carnal- 
ity. In the passover, the sprinkled blood represented the atone- 
ment: and the eating of the sacrificed body of the lamb, faith’s 
receptive act, in embracing Jesus Christ for the life of the soul. 
In the Lord’s Supper, the same symbols almost, are retained; 
i, e., eating something that nourishes; but not in this case animal 
food, because the typical nature of the passover, contained in 
“the life which maketh atonement for our sin,” had already ter- 
minated on Christ the antitype. But it must be added, that a 
mere natural analogy does not constitute a sacrament. The 
analogy must be selected, and consecrated by the express in- 
stitution of God. 

The Protestant scholastics very properly (if the extremely 
artificial analysis of the Peripatetics is to be 
| retained at all) declared that the form which 
constitutes the element and theological truth a sacrament, is the 
instituted signification. The Papists make the form of sacrament 
to consist inthe words of institution. Those words are indeed, 
in each case, expressive of the appointed signification; whence 
it may be supposed, that the difference of definition is unimpor- 


The Form What? 
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tant. But we shall see that the Papists are thereby smoothing 
the way for their idea of the sacramental union, involving an 
efficiency by opus operatum, and the power of the canonical 
priest to constitute the ceremonial a sacrament or not, at his 
will. 

Our Confession declares, c. 27, § 2, that “there is, in every 
sacrament, a Spiritual relation, or sacramental 
union, between the sign and the thing signi- 
fied ; whence it comes to pass that the names 
and effects of the one are attributed to the other.’ Instances of 
this sacramental language have been already given, (p. 302.) 
Others may be found, where the grace is named by the sign, 
imavlatt ovine 128i) in Retain 21) Romivi 45) Golpais + Bs, 
12, &c. This sacramental union is defined by the Confession 
as “spiritual relation,’ and by Turrettin, as a “relative and 
moral union.” The latter repudiates the proposition, that it is 
a “spiritual union;’ but he repudiates it in the sense in which it 
is asserted by Papists, who mean by it a literal connection of 
the spiritual benefit with the material element, such that it is 
conferred wherever the element is ex ofere operato. ‘Turrettin’s 
“moral relation ’’means the same with our Confession’s “ spirit- 
ual relation.” Both, of course, imply that this relation only is 
real in those cases in which the recipient partakes with proper 
state of heart. In such cases (only), the elements are the 
means and channels of gracious benefits, not in virtue of a phys- 
ical union of the grace to the elements, but of their adaptation 
and God’s appointment and purpose, and the Holy Ghost’s 
influence. 

Should any one assert a different union from that of the 
Confession, he would be refuted by common 
sense, which pronounces the absurdity of the 
whole notion of the conveyance of spiritual 
benefits by a physical power through a physical union. It is 
nothing better than an instance ofa religious jugglery. He is 
opposed by the Old Testament, which declares its sacraments 
to be only signs and seals of grace embraced through faith. 
He is contradicted by the general tenour of the New Testa- 
ment, which always conditions our participation of saving bless- 
ings on our state of heart. And he is inconsistent with himself; 
for if the tie connecting the grace with the element were a 
physical tie, the grace ought to go wherever the element goes. 
It is so with the tie between substance and attributes, in every 
other case. If it is the nature of fire to burn, then fire surely 
burns him whom it touches, whether it be conveyed to him 
by friend or foe, by design or chance, in anger or in friendship. 
Then, the intention of the priest, and the state of mortal sin in 
the recipient ought to make no difference whatever as to the 
gracious efficacy. In placing these limitations, the Papist has 
really given up his position; he has virtually admitted that the 


4. Sacramental 
Union What ? 


The Union not 
Physical. 
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sacramental union is only a relation of instituted moral influ- 
ence. But if it is such, then its efficacy must be tested just like 
other moral influence exerted by the Holy Ghost. Are any of 
them exerted, can they be exerted, any otherwise than through 
the intelligent embracing and acting upon the truth by the 
soul of the subject? The same topic will be more fully dis- 
cussed when we consider the claim of opus operatum. 
All Protestants are agreed that among the religiots rites 
ida: sa eae instituted by God for the New Testament 
Testament Sacraments. Churches, there are but two, which meet the 
Rome has Seven. definition of a sacrament: Baptism and the 
Lord’s supper. As they obviously present all the requisites, and 
as there is no dispute concerning their claim, we shall not argue 
it, but proceed to consider the pretensions.of the five other 
so-called sacraments of the Romish Church: confirmation, pen- 
ance, orders, matrimony, and extreme unction. To prove that 
the sacraments are seven, the Roman Catechism seems to rely 
chiefly on this argument: A‘s there are seven things in physical 
life which are essential to the propagation and well-being of man 
and of society, that men be born, grow, be nourished, be healed 
when sick, be strengthened when weak, have rulers to govern 
them, and rear children lawfully; so in the analagous life of 
the Spirit, there are seven essential wants, to each of whicha 
sacrament answers. In baptism the soul is born unto Christ, » 
by confirmation we grow, in the eucharist we are fed with 
heavenly. nourishment, in penance the soul is medicined for the 
returns of the diseases of sin, in extreme unction it is strength- 
ened for its contest with the last enemy, in orders the spiritual 
magistracy is instituted, and in matrimony the production of 
legitimate offspring is secured. The answer to all this trifling 
is obvious, that by the same argument it would be as easy to 
make a dozen sacraments as seven: one to answer to man’s 
home and shelter, one to his raiment to cover him, one to his 
fire to warm him, &c., &c., for these also are necessaries. But 
to proceed to details. 
I. Confirmation is notasacrament of the New Testament, 
, because it utterly lacks the divine institu- 
emo heaagon "© tion. The imposition of hands practiced in 
; Acts vili: 17, and xix:6, and mentioned in 
Heb. vi: 2, was a rite intended to confer the miraculous 
charisms of the Holy Ghost, and therefore peculiar to the apos- 
tolic age, and purely temporary. The evidences of this fact 
are presented in the exposition of Acts.* Let Rome or Can- 
terbury so confer the Holy Ghost, by their imposition of hands, 
that they shall make men prophesy and speak with tongues (Acts 
xix: 6), and we will believe. Again: It is the sheerest blunder 
to pretend to find this rite of confirmation in any of those pass- 


* See a crucial investigation of this point in my essay, ‘‘Prelacy a Blunder.”— 
Southern Presbyterian Review, January 1876. 
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ages where apostles are said to “confirm” (Acts xiv : 22, 
aztnotCwy) the churches, or the souls of the brethren. The con- 
text, dispassionately viewed, will show that this was merely the 
instructions and encouragements addressed to them by the 
apostles’ prayers and preachings. For these reasons, and 
because the Scriptures direct us to expect in baptism and the 
Lord’s Supper all the increments of grace which Christians 
receive through any sacramental channel, we do not hold mod- 
ern confirmation to be a scriptural rite at all. But if it were, it 
could not be asacrament, for two fatal reasons: that it has no 
material element (for the oil or chrism is of purely human addi- 
tion, without one syllable of scriptural authority); and it has nc 
promise of grace attached to it by any divine institution. It 
seals no pledge God has given. 

2. Papists profess to find the matter of the sacrament of 
penance in the penitent’s three exercises 
of contrition, confession and satisfaction ; anc 
its form in the priest’s absolution. Now, in 
the case of sins which scandalize the Church openly, a confes- 
sion to man is required by the New Testament, and a profes- 
sion of contrition. And when such profession is credible, it is 
proper for the minister to pronounce the acquittal of the offend- 
ing brother from Church censure. And this is the only case (1 
which anything like confession and absolution is enjoined as 
an ecclesiastical rite in the New Testament. The only plausi 
ble case cited by Rome, that of Jas. v: 16, is non-ecclesiasti 
cal, because it is mutual confession, and its object is mutua‘ 
prayers for each other’s forgiveness. That would be a queer 
sacrament in which recipient should turn the tables on admin. 
istrator, giving him the elements and conferring the grace! 
Having limited scriptural confession and absolution to the 
single case defined above, we find overwhelming reasons why, 
in that case, they cannot composea sacrament. There is no 
element to symbolize the grace promised; for by what title can 
a set of feelings and acts in the penitent be called a material 
element? If this be waived, there is no analogy between this 
pretended element, and a symbolized grace; for contrition and 
confession do not represent, they are themselves graces, if gen- 
uine. There is no divine warrant, in words of institution, 
authorizing the minister to announce a divine grace; for all he 
is authorized to announce is acquittal from Church discipline. 
“Who can forgive sins but God only?” And last: It is the 
nature of a sacrament to be partaken by all alike who are within 
the covenant. But scriptural penance is appropriate only to the 
exceptional cases of those communicants who have scandalized 
their profession. The additions which the Papists have made, 
of auricular confession and satisfaction, greatly aggravate the 
objections. 

3. The formulary for extreme unction may be found de- 


Penance No Sacra- 
ment. 
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scribed in Turrettin and others. The only 
places of Scripture cited in its support are 
Mark vi: 13, and Jas.v: 14. These cases so 
obviously fail to bear out the Popish sacrament that many of 
their own writers confess it. The objects were different; the 
apostles annointed to heal the bodies; the priests do it to pre- 
pare them for dying. The apostles anointed all sick persons 
who called on them, baptized, unbaptized, those in mortal sin; 
sacraments are properly only for Church members. The effect 
in the apostles’ case was miraculous: can Rome claim this? 
And there can be no sacrament, because the priest has no 
divine institution and promise on which to proceed. 

4. Orders cannot be a sacrament, although when stripped 
of its superstitious additions, a New Testa~ 
ment rite. For it has no element. The im- 
; position of hands with prayer (chrism, &c., is 
all éxtra-scriptural) is but an action, not an element. It has no 
saving grace connected with it, by any promise or word of insti- 
tution. As has been shown by my colleague, in his course, 
ordination confers no grace, but only recognizes its possession. 
According to Rome, the action which she preposterously ele- 
vates into a matter, is not uniform; but as there are seven 
orders of clergy, there are several different ceremonials enjoined 
in the different cases. And last: only one Christian out of a 
number is ordained to any office: whereas a sacrament is for 
all equally, who are in the covenant. 

5. For the sacramental character of matrimony, the only 
showing of scriptural defence is the vulgate translation of Eph. 
v: 32: “ Hoc est sacramentum magnum.’ Surely a mistransla- 
tion of a bad version is a bad foundation on which to builda 
Bible-claim! And then, as has been well remarked, the great 
pvatyveoy on Which Paul remarks, is not the marriage relation at 
all, but the mystical union of Christ to His people. In matri- 
mony there is no sacramental element at-all, no divine warrant 
for sacramental institution, no grace of redemption signed and 
sealed to the recipients. And to crown the absurdity, the rite 
is not limited to God’s pecple, but is equally valid among 
Pagans! Indeed, marriage is a civil contract, and not an eccles- 
iastical one. Yet Rome has fovnd it to her interest to lay her 
hand on the rite, and thus to elevate the question of divorce 
into an ecclesiastical one, and a causa major. 

As to the number of sacraments under the Old Testament 

6. Sacraments of Ola Gispensation Calvinistic divines are not 
Testament Two. Sac- agreed Some seem inclined to regard any 
rificés Not Sacraments, or every symbolical rite there found as « 
mec dnh Tg sacrament. Others, far more correctly, as I 
conceive, limit them to two: circumcision and the passover. 
The claim of these two to be sacraments need hardly be much 
argued, inasmuch as it is not disputed. They are symbols 


Extreme Unction 
No Sacrament. 


Orders No Sacra- 
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instituted by God; they have each their elements, bearing a 
significant relation to the grace represented: the thing repre- 
sented was in each case federal, so that they not only signified, 
but sealed or pledged the benefits of a covenant. 

But the various typical sacrifices of the Hebrews cannot 
be properly regarded as sacraments, for the very reason that 
they were mere types. (The passover also was a type, in that 
it was a Sacrifice proper, but it was also more than a type, a 
commemorative and sealing ordinance). Fora type points for- 
ward to anantitype tocome. A sacrament points backtoa 
covenant already concluded. The type does not actually con- 
fer the good symbolized, but holds the soul in suspense, waiting 
for it. The sacrament seals a present possession to the worthy 
receiver. This was as true of thetwo Old Testament sacra- 
fem shas omiieaNewstSce Rom miv flo Exod: xi’: 13." To 
the obedient and observant Hebrew, the passover was, on the 
night of its institution, the sign and seal of the remission of 
death, bodily and spiritual death, the proper penalty of sin, 
visited that night ona part of the Egyptians ; and doubtless, in 
all subsequent ages, the truly believing Hebrew found it the 
consoling pledge of a present and actual (not typical) remission 
and spiritual life, through the merit of the ‘‘ Lamb of God.” 
Again, a sacrament is a holy ordinance, to be observed alike by 
all who are within the covenant. But many of the sacrifices 
were adapted only to exceptional cases: as the Nazarites, the 
trespass offering, the sacrifice for the purification of women, &c. 

The question whether the sacraments of the Old and New 

Sacraments of Both” 1 estaments* are the’! same substantially. in 
Testaments Same in their signification and efficacy will be found 
Sienicallon, in the sequel one of prime importance. The 
grounds on which we assert their substantial identity are these. 

(a.) Presumptively: The covenant of grace is the same 
under the two testaments, offering the same blessing, redemp- 
tion; through the same agencies, justification and sanctifica- 
tion through the work of Christ and the Holy Ghost. Hence, 
it is natural to suppose that sacraments, especially when sealing 
the same covenant graces, should operate in substantially the 
same way. (b.) The identity of the covenant, and of the 
means of sealing it, is strongly implied by Paul, 1 Cor. x: I-4, 
when he says there was a sense in which the Hebrew Church 
possessed baptism and the Lord’s supper. Turrettin very 
strangely argues from this, and deals with objections, as though 
he understood the Apostle to teach that the Hebrews of the 
Exodus had literally and formally a real sacrament of baptism, 
and the supper, in the passage of the Red Sea, and the eating 
and drinking of the Manna and water of Massah. This seems 
to me to obscure the argument; and it would certainly have 
this effect: that we must teach thet Israel had four sacraments 
instead oftwo. The scope of the Apostle is, to show that par- 
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ticipation in sealing ordinances and ecclesiastical privileges 
does not ensure salvation. For Israel all shared these wond- 
rous sealings to God, yet many of them perished. And to 
strengthen the analogy he compares them to the New Testa- 
ment sacraments. Now, if Israel's consecration to God in this 
exodus was virtually a baptizing and a Eucharist, we infer that 
the spirit of the Israelitish ordinances was not essentially differ- 
ent from that of the New Testament. The scope of the Apos- 
tle necessitates this view. His design was, to stimulate to watch- 
fulness, by showing that sacraments alone do not guarantee our 
salvation. This premise he proves, from the case of the Israelites 
who, though enjoying their sacraments, perished by unbelief. 
[f the New Testament sacraments differed from the Old in pos- 
sessing opus operatum power, as Rome claims they do, then 
the logic of the Apostle would be shameful sophism. (c.) The 
supper is called by the name of the passover. 1 Cor. v: 7, 8. 
And the baptism is declared to be, Col. ii: 11, 12, the New 
Testament circumcision. (d.) The supper came in the room 
of the passover, as is manifest from the circumstances of its 
institution, and the baptism came in the room of circumcision; 
compare Gen. xvii: 11, with Matt. xxviii: I9. See Acts i: 
38, 39. And, last, circumcision and baptism signify and seal the 
same graces.. This will be manifest from a comparison of Gen. 
XViLP > 13, 14; with Acts us q41;- Deut. x0'16, or xxeclOpiain 
Jno. i 3, \5, or with ‘Titus.m: 5) and. Eph. v;j260;) Acts: viisss; 
with Rom. vi: 3,4; Rom.iv: 11, with Actsii: 38, and xxii; 
16. We here learn that each sacrament signified entrance into 
the visible Church, remission of sin, regeneration, and the 
engagement to be the Lord’s. So the passover and the supper 
signify substantially the same. In our passover, the Lamb of 
God is represented as slain, the blood as sprinkled, our souls 
feed upon Him by faith, and the consequence is that God’s 
wrath passeth over us, and our souls live. 
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LECTURE DUXET. 
THE SACRAMENTS.— Continued. 


SYLLABUS. 


7. Is the efficacy of the Sacraments dependent on the officiator’s intention ? 
Turrettin,’ Loc. xix, Qu. 7. Dick, Lect. 86, 87. Conf. of Faith, ch. 27. 
Ridgley, Qu 161. Council of Trent, Sess. 7, Cannon II. Mh 

8. Is that efficiency produced ex ofere operato; or does it depend on the recipi- 

ent’s exercise of the proper frames, inwrought by the Holy Ghost through the Word 
o1 God? 
See on Qu. 8, Cunningham’s Hist. Theol. ch. 22, 31, 2. Turrettin, Qu. 8. 
Calv. Inst. bk. iv, ch. 14. Dick, Lect. 86. Ridgley, Qu. 161. Rom. Cat. 
pt. ii, Qu. 18. Council of Trent, Sess. 7, Canon, 4 to 8 inclusive. 
g. Is participation in the Sacraments necessary to salvation ? 
Turrettin, Ques. 2 and 13. Councilof Trent, as above. 

10. By whom should the Sacraments be adminstered ? 

Turrettin, Qu. t4. Rice and Campbell. Debate, Prop. iv. Calv. Inst. bk. iv, 
ch. 15, 3 20-end. 

11. Do the rites of Baptism, Confirmation, and orders confer an indelible spiritual 
character ? 

Turrettin, Qu. 10. Dick, asabove. Dr. Geo. Campbell, Lect. xi, on Eccles, 
Hist. (p. 183, &c.) ixkom. Cat. pt. ii, Qu, 19. Council of Trent, Sess. vil, 


BROM Ye 


EF Council of Trent asserts (Ses. 7 canon 11), that the 

intention of doing at least what the Church proposes to do, 

Fe ees is necessary in the administrator, to make 
1 Pa tau the sacraments valid. Some popish divines 
| are so accommodating as to teach, that if this 
intention is habitual or virtual, though not present, because of 
inattention, in the mind of the administrator at the moment of 
pronouncing the words of institution, it is still valid; and some 
even say, that though the officiating person have heretical 
notions of the efficacy of the Sacrament, e. g., the Presby- 
terian notion, and honestly intends a Sacrament, as he under- 
stands it, it is valid. Now, there is obviously a sense, in which 
the validity of sacramental acts, depends on the intention of the 
parties. If, for instance, a frivolous or profane clergyman 
should, ina moment of levity, use the proper elements, and pro- 
nounce the, proper words of institution, for purposes of mockery 
or sinful sport, it would certainly not be a sacrament. But this 
is a lack of intention, of a far different kind from the popish. 
There would be neither the proper place, time, nor circum- 
stances of a divine rite. The profanity of purpose would be * 
manifest and overt: and all parties would be guilty of it. The 
participation on both sides, would be a high act of profanity. 
But where the proper places, times and attendant circumstances 
exist, so far as the honest worshipper can judge; and all the 
divine institution essential to the validity of the right is regu- 
larly performed with an appearance of religious sincerity and 
solemnity, there we deny that the sincere participant can be 
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deprived of the sacramental benefit, by the clergyman’s secret 
lack of intention. And this: because 

(a.) It is the opinion of all the Protestant divines, even 
including Calvin (Inst. Bk. iv: ch. 14), that 
the gracious efficacy of the sacraments is 
generally like that of the word. The sacraments are but an 
acted word, and a promise in symbol. They effect their grac- 
ious result through the Holy Ghost cultivating intelligent faith, 
» etc. Now, the efficacy of the word is not dependent on the 
motives of him who conveys it. God sometimes saves a soul 
by a message delivered through a wicked man. Why may not 
it be thus with a sacrament ? : 

(b.) If the clergyman lack the right intention, that is 
simply his personal sin, It is preposterous to represent God 
as suspending the fate of a soul, or its edification, absolutely 
upon the good conduct of another fellow-sinner, whose secret 
fault that soul can neither prevent, nor even detect till too late. 
This isnot Scripture. Prov.ix:12; Rom. xiv:4. This objection 
to Rome’s doctrine is peculiarly forcible against her, because 
she represents the valid exjovment of sacraments, as essential 
to salvation: and because she herself teaches that the validity 
of tne sacraments is not dependent on the personal character of 
the clergyman, not even though he be in mortal sin. Why 
should this one sin, which is precisely a personal sin of the offici- 
ator, no more, no less, be an exception? 

(c.) - The possible consequences of the doctrine, as pointed 
out by Turrettin, Dick, etc., are such as amount to a reductio 
ad absurdum. If it were true, it would bring in question the 
validity of any sacrament, of every priest’s baptism and ordina- 
tion, the validity of the Apostolic Succession at every link, and 
of every mass: so that the worshipper would never know, while 
worshipping the wafer, whether he were guilty of idolatry or 
not, even on Popish principles. According to the Canon Law, 
all orders conferred on unbaptized persons are null. Hence, if 
there is any uncertainty that the priest baptizing the Pope had 
the intention, there is. the same uncertainty whether every grade 
of ordination he received, from the deaconship up to the papal, 
is not void ; and every clerical act he ever performed therefore 
invalid. Papists endeavour to evade this terrible consequence 
by saying that we have the moral evidence of human testimony, 
that the priests giving us the sacraments had the intention; and 
this is all the Protestant cam have ofhis own baptism in infancy, 
because he was too young to know; and had to take the fact 
on the assertion of his parents orothers. I reply: there are two 
vital differences: The Protestant does not believe water bap- 
tism essential to his redemption; an unconscious mistake in 
the fact would not be fatal. Water baptism is an overt act, 
cognizable by the senses, and a proper subject of authentic and 
complete testimony, by concurrent witnesses; but intention is 
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a secret act of soul, not cognizable by any other than the priest, 
and impossible to be verified by any concurrent testimony. 

Last: This doctrine is totally devoid of Bible support. 

But these tremendous difficulties have not 

Motive for the Dogma. prevented Rome from asserting the doctrine. 

‘ Her purpose is to hold the laity in the most 

absolute and terrible dependence on the priesthood. She tells 

them that without valid sacraments it is impossible to be saved; 

and that even where they have the canonical form of a sacra- 

ment, they may utterly fail of getting the sacrament itself, 

through the priest’s secret will; and may never find it out till 

they wake in hell, and find themselves damned for the want of 
it. What power could be more portentous? 

In the scholastic jargon of Rome, means of grace natu- 
rally divide themselves into two classes— 
those which do good ex opere operato, and 
those which only do good ex opere operantis. 
The former do good by the simple performance of the proper 
ceremonial, without any act or movement of soul in the recipi- 
ents, accommodating themselves intelligently to the grace sig- 
nified. The latter only do good when the recipient exercises 
the appropriate acts of soul; and the good done is depen- 
dent on those exercises, as well as on the outward means. 
Of the latter kind of means is preaching, &c.; but Rome holds 
that the sacraments all belong to the former. Her meaning, 
then, is that the mere administration of the sacrament does the 
appointed good to the recipient, provided he is not in a state 
of mortal sin, whether he exercises suitable frames or not. So 
Council of Trent, Sess. 7, Canon, 6-8. But Romish Theologi- 
ans are far from being of one mind, as to the nature of this 
immediate and absolute efficacy. 

Their views may be grouped with tolerable accuracy under 
two classes. One class, embracing the Jesuit 
and more Popish Papists, regard the opus 
operatum efficacy as a proper. and literal effect of the sacra- 
mental element and words of institution, by their own immedi- 
ate causation. They do not, and cannot explain the nature of 
this causation, unless it be literally physical; and then it is 
absurd. The ‘other class, including Jansenists, and the more 
spiritual, regard the sacramental efficacy a as spiritual—i. e., as 
the almighty redeeming influence of Christ and the Holy Ghost, 
purchased for sinners by Christ; which spiritual influence they 
suppose God has been pleased in His mercy to tie by a con- 
stant purpose, and gracious promise, to the sacraments of the 
Church canonically administered, by a tie gracious and posi- 
tive, yet absolute and unconditioned, so that the sacramental 
efficacy goes to every human being to whom the elements go 
with the proper word of institution, whether the recipient exer- 
cise faith or not. That is, God has been pleased, in His sove- 
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reign mercy to the Church, to make her sacraments the essen- 
tial and unfailing channels of His spiritual grace. The opinion 
of the Prelatic Fathers seems to have been intermediate—that 
no one got saving grace except through the sacramental chan- 
nel, (excepting the doubtful case of the uncovenanted mercies) 
but that in order to get grace through that channel, faith and 
repentance were also necessary. (See Augustine, in Calvin’s 
uwbt supra). And such is probably the real opinion of High 
Church Episcopalians, and of Campbellites, as to the grace of 
remission. 

Now, Protestants believe that the sacraments, under proper 
circumstances, are not a hollow shell, devoid 
of gracious efficacy. Nor is their use that 
of amere badge. But they are not the channels or vehicles for 
acquiring the saving grace first; inasmuch as the possession of 
those graces is a necessary prerequisite to proper participation 
in adults. The efficacy of the sacrament, therefore, is in no 
case more than to strengthen and nourish saving graces. And 
that efficacy they carry only as moral means of spiritual influ- 
ences; so that the whole benefit depends on an intelligent, 
believing and penitent reception. And every believer has the 
graces of redemption in such degree as to save his soul, if a 
a true believer, whether he has any sacraments or not. See 
Confession of Faith, ch. xxvii: § 3. In this sense we deny the 
opus operat. 

(a) Because that doctrine is contradicted by the analogy 

Proved. By Analo- Of the mode in which the Word operates. 
gous Operation of As we have stated, Protestant divines admit 
Wore no generic difference between the mode in 
which the Holy Ghost works in the Word, and in the sacra- 
ments. The form of a sacrament is the instituted signifi- 
cance of it. But that significance is only learned in the Scrip- 
tures, and the word of institution is to be found, as well as its 
explanation, in the same place. The sacrament, without the 
intelligent signification, is dumb: it is naught. Scripture alone 
gives it its significance. Sacraments are but the word symbol- 
ized; the covenant before expressed in promissory language, 
now expressed in sphragistic symbols. But now, what is more 
clear, than that the word depends for its efficacy, on the believ- 
ing and active reception of the sinner’s soul? See 2 Cor. iii: 6; 
Heb. iv: 2, e¢ passim. The same thing is true of the sacra- 
ments. 

(b) The sacraments are defined in the Scriptures as signs and 
seals, Rom. iv: 11; Gen. xvii: 10. Now to 
signify and to promise a thing is different from 

: doing it. Where the effect is present, the © 
sign and pledge thereof is superseded. When the money is 
paid, the bond that engaged for its payment is done with. To 
make the sacraments effect redemption ex opere operato, theree 
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fore destroys their sacramental nature. But more: They are 
seals of a covenant. That Covenant, as far as man is a party 
(and in the sacrament, the recipient is one party), was sus- 
pended on an instrumental condition, a penitent and obedient 
faith. How can the seal have a more immediate and absolute 
efficiency than the covenant of which it isa seal. That coven- 
ant gives it all its force. It is to evade this fatal argument, that 
Bellarmine labours, with'his and our enemies, the Socinians, to 
prove that sacraments are not seals. 
(c) The sacraments cannot confer redeeming grace ex 
be wieght nae opere operato, because, in every adult, proper 
posed. participation presupposes ee grace in 
Gxercisenpsoce nkom: tive :t'1 1, dastvclausel; 
Acts vili 3 35, 36, a7 woo sebri with 1930x294 seas nem Mark xvi: 
LOwea Peter iii: gatiliebsxtt: OFT Comin Boron by Lees 
Hence: | 
(d) Several in Scripture were saved without any sacra- 
By Instances of Sal- ments, as the thief on the cross. Cornelius, 
vation Without Sacra- we have seen, and Abraham, were already in 
east a state of redemption, before their participa- 
tion in the sacraments. Now, inasmuch as we have proved 
that a true believer once in a state of grace can never fall 
totally away, we may say that Abraham and Cornelius were 
already redeemed. Jno. iii: 30; v:24. And the overwhelm- 
ing proof that the sacraments have no intrinsic efficacy, is in 
this glaring fact, that multitudes partake them, with what Rome 
calls canonical regularity, who never exhibit in their lives or 
death, one mark of Christian character. Nor will it avail for 
Rome to say, that they afterward lost the grace by committing 
mortal sin: for the Scriptures say that the redeemed soul can- 
not fall away into mortal sin: and multitudes exhibit their total 
depravity, not after a subsequent backsliding, but from the hour 
they leave the sacramental] altar, by an unbroken life of sin. 
(e) The claim of uniform and absolute efficiency, in its 
De Absurdis. gerosser form, is absolute absurdity. How 
can physical, material elements, with a word 
of institution pronounced over them (which of itself can go no 
farther inté the hearer, than the tympanum of his ear), effect a 
moral and spiritual change? It is vile jugglery: degrading to 
Christianity, and reducing the holy sacraments to a pagan incan- 
tation. But the Jesuit pleads, that we see ten thousand cases, 
where the external physical world produces mental and moral 
effects, through sensation. We reply that this is not true in the 
sense necessary to suppor: their doctrine. Sensation is not the 
efficient, but only the occasional cause of moral feeling, 
volition, &c. The efficient cause is in the mind’s own dispo- 
sitions and free agency. The confusion of thought in this plea 
is the same with that made by the sensualistic psychologist, 
when he mistakes inducement for motive. 
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But the sophism points us to the cause of a great fact in 
Church History. That fact is, that somehow, the opus operatum 
doctrine of the sacraments tends to accompany Pelagian views 
of human nature and grace. One has only to recall the semi- 
Pelagian tendencies of the Greek Church, of the Latin Church, 
notwithstanding its strong Augustinian impulse in its earlier 
ages, of the English and American Ritualists, and last, of the 
community founded by Alex. Campbéll. These facts are too 
uniform for chance: they betray a causation. From the point 
of view just gained, we can easily detect it. The sacraments 
are external ordinances in this: that they present truth (in sym- 
bol) objectively. Hence it is impossible for a rational man to 
persuade himself that means, which common sense can only 
apprehend as didactic, if not fetiches, can of themselves cause 
spiritual acts of soul, (graces) on any other view of the will, 
than that of the Pelagian. If volitions and emotions are decis- 
ively regulated by dispositions, then the a priori revolution of 
the disposition, by the Holy Spirit, must be in order to the 
wholesome influence of any objective. But that is the Protest- 
ant view of a sacrament. If the sacrament occasions spiritual 
states and acts ex opere operato, it can only be on condition of 
the will’s self-determination. Thus, every consistent Ritual- 
ist becomes a Pelagian. What is regeneration by moral sua- 
sion, except an opus operatum effect of the Word? 

But if the other view of the opus operatum be urged: 
that the efficiency is spiritual, and results, not from the direct 
causation of the rite itself, but from the power of God graciously 
and sovereignly connected therewith ; we demand the revealed 
warrant. Where is the promise to the Church from God, that this 
connection shall be absolute? The Scriptures are silent, when 
properly interpreted. The burden of proof must rest on the 
assertors. They have no text which meets the demand. Indeed, 
in many places the Scriptures explicitly declare the contrary. . 
See, for example, Deut.x 1165 Jervivei4 >? diuke Sige 2627 
t Cor. xi: 29; Rom. ii: 25th to énd... It’ may be urged that 
some of these places, and especially the last, speak of the 
sacraments of the old dispensation. It is in the vain hope of 
breaking the force of these unanswerable texts, that Rome 
asserts an ‘essential difference between the sacraments of the 
old and the new dispensation, saying that the former only sym- 
bolize, while the latter work, saving graces. The student can 
now see the polemic interest Rome has in widening the differ- 
ences between the Old Testament and the New, as much as 
possible, and in recognizing the least of gospel features in the 
Old. But I have proved that the same gospel is in both Testa- 
ments, and that there is no generic difference in the way the 
sacraments of the two exhibit grace. Here, in part, is the im- 
portance of that argument. Especially do I take my stand on 
1 Cor. x: I-10, and prove thence that the sacraments of the 
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New Testament were viewed by the Apostle, as no more effec- 
tive, ex opere operato, than those of the Old. Thus, all the 
demonstrations of the inefficacy of circumcision without repent- 
ance and faith, apply against the Ritualist and Papist. 

The whole strain of Scripture must strike every candid 
mind, as opposed to this theory of sacra- 
mental grace. God portrays his gospel as a 
spiritual religion, the contrast of a formalistic 
one. He everywhere heaps. scorn on mere formalism. As the 
man thinketh in his heart, so is he. To teach that:.a man 
becomes a Christian by the force of any ceremony, is totally 
opposite to all this. The argument may be placed in an 
exceedingly definite light thus. Let them deny the sphragistic 
nature of the sacraments as they may, it cannot be concealed. 
Least of all, can the emblematic relation between gospel 
promises and sacraments be denied. Now the emblem always 
means just what it is appointed didactically to emblematize: 
no more. The seal binds only to what is written above in the 
bond to which it is appended. In every contest as to the intent 
of a seal, this solution is so obvious, that any other is ridicu- 
lous: “ Look into the bond, and see what is written above.” The 
Bible is the bond. When we read there, we universally find re- 
demption promised to faithand repentance. Theseal appended 
beneath cannot contradict the body of the instrument. 

Alien as the doctrine we refute is, from the whole letter and 
spirit of Scripture; it has an element of 
popularity, which will always secure nume- 
rous votaries, until grace undeceives them. It chimes in with 
the superstition natural to a soul dead in sin. It is delightful 
to the soul which hates true repentance, and loves its spiritual 
laziness, and abhors thorough-going heart religion, and yet 
dreads hell, to be taught that it can be equipped for heaven, 
without these arduous means, by an easy piece of ecclesiastical 
legerdemain. | 

(f) But Papists and Prelatists quote a class of passages, 
which they claim to give an immediate 
elficiencystosthe:zteiitself, ‘See J noe, iit’: 
Recess Go Mioext 465 diphawe 263 Cor. si 17) Rom 
vi: 3; Luke xxii: 19, 20, &c. Protestants explain these pas- 
sages in consistency with their views, by saying that they are 
all expressions based on the sacramental union, and to be ex- 
plained in consistency with it: e. g., in Jno. iii: 5, the birth of 
the water means the birth by that which the water represents, 
the Holy Ghost. Nicodemus’ great error was, that he had put 
too much dependence on water. He had relied too much on 
his “divers baptisms” and hand-washings. Christ says to him, 
that he must have a cleansing more efficacious than that by 
water, the cleansing of the Spirit. That He does not mean to 
assert for water baptism an equal effect and necessity with re- 
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generation, is plain from the fact that in all the subsequent 
verses, he omits the water wholly. The propriety of this inter- 
pretation of all the similar places is defended, first by the analo- 
gous case-of the hypostatic union in Christ’s person, where God 
is in one place spoken of as having blood, and the Prince of 
Life as dying. Papists agree with us, that in virtue of the 
union of the two natures in one person, the person, even 
when denominated by the one nature, is represented as doing 
what, in strictness of speech, the other alone could do. So, in 
the sacraments, there are suggested two things—the rite, and 
the grace signified by the rite. How natural, then, that a He- 
brew should atrribute to the rite, by figure, what the answering 
grace really effects? In the second place, this probability is 
greatly strengthened by noticing the way, natural to Hebrew 
mind, of speaking concerning all other symbols, as types, &c. 
The symbol is almost uniformly said to be the thing symbol- 
ized; when the meaning is, that it represents it. Third: our 
interpretation of these passages is adopted by Scripture itself, 
in one of the very strongest instances, thus authorizing our 
view of the exegesis of the whole class. See 1 Pet. iii; 21. 
Here, first baptism is said to save us, as the ark saved Noah. 
What expression could be stronger? But yet the Apostle 
explains himself by saying, it is not the putting away of the 
filth of the flesh which effects it, but the answer (¢zeowtyya) of 
a good conscience towards God. These words ascribe the effi- 
cacy of the sacrament to the honesty of the participant’s con- 
fession ; and this whether with Turrettin and Winer we translate 
“request to God,” or with Neander and Robinson, ‘ Sponsio.” 
Fourth. If men will persist in making the above Scriptures 
teach the opus operatum, the only result will be that the Scrip- 
ture will be made to contradict itself; for it is impossible to 
explain away all the proof-texts we have arrayed. 

This difference between us and Rome is fundamental ; 
because she teaches men to depend essentially on the wrong 
trust for salvation. The result must be ruin of souls. 

The question of the necessity of the sacraments in order to 
salvation, is nearly connected with the pre- 
vious one. This is indicated by the fact 
that the same persons usually hold their 
essential necessity, and their efficacy ex opere operato. And 
this consistently ; for if the sacraments have that marvellous 
virtue, it can hardly be supposed that man can safely lack them. 

Now, there is a sense in which the neglect of the sacra- 
ments would destroy the soul. To observe them is God’s com- 
mand. He who willingly disobeys this command, and perse- 
veres, will thereby destroy his soul, just for the same reason that 
any wilful disobedience will. But then, it is not the lack of the 
sacraments. but the impenitent state of the soul, which is the 
true cause of ruin. Turrettin; “ ovum non privatio, sed con- 
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temptus damnat.’ The command to observe them is not of 
perpetual and original, but only of positive institution; and 
owes its force over our consciences to the mere precept of 
God. Hence they should be regarded from the same general 
point of view with other positive rites. | We sustain this: 

(a) By reference to the free and spiritual character of the 
gospel plan as indicated throughout Scrip- 
ture. God has not tied His grace to forms, 
places, or sacerdotal orders. All men alike have access to His 
redeeming mercy, provided their hearts desire it, and under all 
outward circumstances. Jno. iv: 21, 23; Luke xvii: 14, &c. 

(b). We infer the same thing from the numerous and ex- 
ceedingly explicit passages which promise the immediate 
bestowal of redeeming grace, and mention no other term than 
believing. Some of them do it in terms which hardly admit of 
evasion. E.g., Jno.v:24; vi:29. Does not this seem to say 
that believing alone puts the soul in possession of redemption ? 
True the Papist may say that one passage of Scripture should 
be completed by another; and that in other places (e. g., Jno. 
iii: 5 ; Mark xvi: 16) the observance of the sacrament is coupled 
with the believing grace, as a term of salvation. But when 
those passages are well understood, it is seen that the import- 
ance of the outward sacrament depends wholly on the sacra- 
mental union. We repeat, that the places in which faith alone 
is mentioned as the instrumental condition, are so numerous, so 
explicit, and some of them professed answers to questions so 
distinct as (Acts xvi: 31), that it is simply incredible the Holy 
Ghost would have so omitted the mention of the sacraments if 
they were essential. 

(c). But: their nature shows they are not. They are sensi- 
ble signs of an inward grace. The reception of them there- 
fore implies the possession of grace; a sufficient proof it does 
not originate it. 

(d). This leads us to add, that many have actually been 
saved without any sacraments. Abraham and Cornelius were 
both in a state of grace before they partook of any sacrament. 
The penitent thief went to paradise without ever partaking. 
Circumcision could not be administered till the eighth day of 
the Hebrew infant’s life: and- doubtless many died uncircum- 
cised in the first week of their life. Were these all lost? This 
Popish doctrine gives a frightful view of the condition of the 
infants of Pagans: that forsooth, because they are debarred 
from the sacrament of baptism, among the millions who die 
without actual transgression, there is not one elect infant! Are 
all these lost ? | 

Last, the Scriptures everywhere hold out the truth, that 
the Word is the great means of redemption; and it is plainly 
indicated that it is the only essential means. See Rom. x: 14: 
2 Tim. iii: 15. 


Arguments. 
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The traditions and usages of the Church as to lay admin- 

16 Saerament. isthation-of: 'sacramentsvhavey-becnsahithe 
Should be Adminis- main very uniform. It has always been con- 
tered Only by Minis- demned. The inordinate importance attached 
be to baptism did indeed lead the Romish 
Church, (and after her, the English), to decide that the baptism 
of a layman, and even of a woman, was valid, though irregular, 
if the child was zz eatremis, and no priest at hand. Even this, 
most Presbyterians would condemn as utterly invalid. “The 
German antiquaries (e. g., Mosheim) sometimes assert that in 
the primitive Church any person who made a convert felt au- 
thorized to baptize him. This appears to me very doubtful. 
Ignatius, for instance, who is, if genuine, one of the earliest 
Apostolic Fathers, says that the Eucharist which the Bishop 
celebrates should alone be considered a valid one; and that no 
one should presume to baptize, except the Bishop, or one com- 
missioned by him. This is certainly the language of uniform 
antiquity, expressed in Councils and Fathers. Nor is it merely 
the result of clerical ambition and exclusiveness. Since the sac- 
raments are a solemn and formal representation of Gospel truth 
by symbols, a sort of pantomimic Word, it seems most reason- 
able that the exhibition of them should be reserved to the same 
class to whom is committed the authoritative preaching of the 
Word. And it may be urged, with yet more force, that since 
the presbyters, and especially the pastor of the Church, are the 
guardians of the sealing ordinances, responsible for their de- 
fence against abuse and profanation, it is reasonable, yea, neces- 
sary, that they should have the control of their administration. 
This consideration seems to me to have the force of a just and 
necessary inference. Again the great commission (Matt. xxvii; 
19; Mark xvi: 15) seems evidently to give the duties of preach- 
ing and baptizing to the same persons. The persons primarily 
addressed were the apostles; but the apostles as representative 
of the whole Church. To deny this would be to deny to all but 
apostles authority to preach, and a share in the gracious promise 
of Christ’s presence which accompanies the commission ; and 
this again would compel us to admit that the right to preach, 
and the promise of Christ’s blessing, have been lost to the 
whole Church for nearly 1800 years, or else to accept the Epis- 
copal conclusion that the apostolic office still continues. Hence, 
the argument from the commission gives only probable proof. 
~ This, however, is strengthened by the fact that there is no in- 
stance in Scripture of any sacraments administered by any ex- 
cept men who were ministers of the gospel, either by charism, 
or by ordination. Perhaps the most practical argument against 
jay administration of sacraments is, from the intolerable disor- 
ders and divisions, which have always arisen, and must ever 
arise, from such a usage. The sacraments have this use among 
others, to be badges and pledges of Church membership. The 
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control of them cannot therefore be given to others than the 
appointed rulers of the Church: to do so is utter disorganiza- 
tion. 
The Council of Trent teaches that the three sacraments 
of baptism, confirmation and orders, can 
never be repeated, because they imprint on 
the recipient an indelible character. They 
have not, indeed, been able to decide what this character is, nor 
on what part of man it is imprinted. It cannot be the graces 
of redemption; because Rome teaches that they may all. be 
lost by the true believer, through backsliding, while this charac- 
ter can never be lost, to whatever apostasy the man may sink: 
and because she teaches that the recipient in a state of mortal 
sin receives no graces through the sacrament, yet he would re- 
ceive the “character.” And again, all the sacraments confer 
grace, whereas only these three confer “character” indelibly. 
Nor can it be any other sort of qualification for office (in ordi- 
nation, for instance), for men lose all qualification through in- 
firmity, dotage, or heresy ; yet they never lose the “character.” 
Nor can they decide on what it is imprinted, whether on the 
body, mind, conscience, or affections. This uncertainty, 
together with the utter silence of the Scriptures, is the sufficient 
refutation of the absurdity. If you seek for the motive of 
Rome in endorsing such a doctrine, you will find it in her lust 
of power. By every baptism she acquires a subject of her 
ghostly empire, and every ordination, while it confers on the 
clergyman a ghostly eminence, also binds him in the tenfold 
bonds of the iron despotism of the canon law. Now, it suits 
the grasping and despotic temper of Rome to teach that these 
bonds of allegiance are inexorable: that when they are once 
incurred, no apostasy, no act of the subject’s choice or will, can 
ever make him less a subject, or enable him to evade the tyran- 
nical hand of his mistress. 

As to confirmation and orders, we do not feel bound to 
solve any questions concerning their sacramental character, 
because we do not believe them to be sacraments. As to bap- 
tism, we assign this reason why it is never to be repeated to the 
same subject like the Lord’s supper: It is the initiating sacra- 
ment, like circumcision. The man who is in the house needs no 
repeated introduction into the house. It “signifies our ingraft- 
ing into Christ.” Hewho is grafted in once is virtually united, 
and requires no new union to be constituted. 


11. Indelible Char- 
acter Refuted. 
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The scriptural doctrine of the sacraments is so vital, so 
widely corrupted, and so involved in the claims of Prelacy and 
Apostolic Succession, that it is important for the student to gain 
a firm grasp of the relation. Hence I desire, before proceeding 
to the specific discussion of the two sacraments, to clear up that 
connection. 

Two theories of redemption prevail in Christendom, which 
are, in fact, essentially opposite. If one is the gospel of God, 
the other cannot be; and it must be condemned as “ another 
gospel,” whose teachers ought to be “Anathema, Maranatha.” 
The one of these plans of salvation may be decribed as the 
high-prelatic; it is held by the Roman and Greek Churches, and 
the Episcopalian Ritualists. It is often called the theory of 
“‘sacramental grace; not because true Protestants deny all 
grace through sacraments, but because that theory endeavors to 
make sacraments essential to grace. The dogma of tactual suc- 
cession through prelates from the Apostles, is a corner-stone ; 
for it teaches that the Apostles transmitted their peculiar office, 
by ordination, to prelates, and with it, a peculiar ydocova of the 
Holy Ghost, making every “ priest” through this laying on of 
hands, a depository of the spiritual energy, and every “ bishop,” 
or Apostle, a “ proxy” of the Saviour Himself, endued with the 
redemptive gifts in the same sense in which He was endued 
with them by His Father. Thus, for instance, prelacy inter- 
prets Jno. xx: 21. “As my Father hath sent me, even so send 
I you.” The theory, then, amounts to this: that Christ’s pro- 
vision for applying redemption to man consisted simply in His 
instituting on earth a successive, prelatic hierarchy, as His 
“‘ proxies,’ empowered to work, through His sacraments, the 
salvation of submissive participants, by a supernatural power 
precisely analogous to that by which He enabled Peter to speak 
in.an unknown tongue, and by which Peter and John enabled 
the lame man to walk, Let the student grasp, distinctly what 
prelacy means here. It is, that the “ Bishop” (who is literally 
Apostle,) in ordaining a “ priest,” does the identical thing which 
Paul did, Acts xix : 6, to the first Ephesian converts : “when 
he laid his hands upon them, the Holy Ghost came on them, 
and they spake with tongues and prophesied;” and that when 
this priest baptizes an infant, for instance, he supernaturally 
removes the disease of original sin by the water and the chrism, 
as the man whom an Apostle had endued with the ydépeopa of 
miracle-working healed epilepsy by his touch. It follows of 
course, that the agency of these men, divinely endued with the 
ydotwcpa of spiritual healing, and of the sacraments they use, 
are essential to the reception of redemptive grace. So, the 
priestly efficiency, through the sacrament is “ ex opere operato,” 
and does its work on all souls to which it is applied, indepen- 
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dent of their subjective exercises of receptive knowledge, faith 
and penitence; provided the obstacle of “mortal sin” be not 
interposed. 

Now, if our, rival theory is true, it is perfectly obvious this 
scheme of “sacramental grace” is a profane dream, and is related 
to the Gospel precisely as a fetich, or a Pagan incantation. It 
is an attempt to cleanse the soul by an act of ecclesiastical 
jugglery. ‘This enormous profanity is not charged upon every 
misguided votary of prelacy. As in so many other cases, so 
here, grace may render men’s inward faith better than their 
dogma; the Holy Spirit may mercifully turn the soul’s eye 
aside from the sou!-destroying falsehood of the scheme, to the 
didactic truths so beautifully taught in the scriptural sacraments 
and the Word. But the godliness of such semi-prelatists is in 
spite of, and not because of, the scheme, which is essentially 
Pagan and not Christian. What a bait this dogma offers to the 
ambition of one like Simon Magus, greedy of the power of 
priestcraft, need not be explained. It is not charged that every 
prelatist adopts the delusion from this damnable motive; many 
doubtless lean to it from the unconscious prompting of self- 
importance. It is a fine thing, whena poor mortal can persuade 
himself that he is the essential channel of eternal life to his 
fellow, the “proxy” of the Son of God and king of heaven. 
The major part of the nominal Christian world has gone astray 
after this baptized paganism, from motives which are natural to 
sinful beings. They are instinctive superstition—one.of the 
regular consequences of man’s fall and apostasy—his unbeliev- 
ing, sensuous nature, craving, like all other forms of idolatry, 
the palpable and material as the object of its exercises, and the 
intense longing of the sinful soul, remorseful and still enamoured 
of its sin, for some palpable mode of reconciliation without 
hearty, inward repentance and mortification of sin.. As longas 
men are wicked, superstitious, conscious of guilt and in love 
with sin, the prelatic scheme will continue to have abundance 
of followers. 

The rival doctrine of the spphbatien of redemption is 
summed up in the words of our Saviour, “ Sanctify them through 
thy truth: Thy word is truth.” Or, of the Apostle: ‘It pleased 
God, by the foolishness of preaching to save them that believe.” 
(1 Cor. i: 20). ‘So then, faith cometh by hearing, and hearing 
by the word of God.” (Rom. x:4-17). Or, of the Evangelist, 
(Jno. i: 12) “To as many as received Him, to them gave He 
power (2foveta) to become the sons of God; even to them 
which believed on His name.” Or, of Eph. iii: 17. ‘* Christ 
dwells in your hearts by faith.” Or,of 1Jno.v:11,12. “ This 
is the record, that God hath given to us eternal life, and this 
life isin His Son. He that hath (¢ye holds to) the Son, hath the 
life, and he that hath not the Son of God hath not ‘the life.” 
We learn by the previous chapters, that the ‘‘ holding” of the 
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Son is simply faith. To exhaust the Bible-proofs of this view 
would be to repeat a large part of both Testaments. Ps. xix : 
Pls CRAM. 2°93). 9Sj7104) 130 / \Provitiv, 2a) dsaiah oman 
Gli cokr gy Jeter $5; Pos: hav: NORM ELA DIS ee oe 
joa iPeb, Ds 23 Dukel vite; Fey @or) aves anesvur eeee 
Vor 2A er Rvs 3 pl BSHLs EBay AEs Pcl ARG way Re eo eo ges 
latic view of sacramental grace conflicts with the whole tenour 
of Scripture. This constantly teaches, that the purchased 
redemption is applied by the Holy Ghost, through Gospel truth 
intelligently believed and embraced, without other conditions or 
media. that hence, all preachers, even inspired Apostles, are 
only “ministers by whom we believed:’ that Christ is the 
only priest inthe universe: that the sacraments are only “ means 
of grace” doing good generally like sound preaching: and that 
Christ reserves the administering of them to the ministers, not 
on any hierarchical or sacerdotal ground, but simply on grounds 
of evcag:a and didactic propriety. 

Now our refutation takes this form: First, that the whole 
prelatic structure rests on the assumption that whatever is said 
about the laying on of the Apostles’ hands to confer the Holy 
Ghost, relates to ordination to clerical office. Second: that 
this reference is a mere blunder, an utter perversion of the 
Scriptures. 

I. Asa matter of fact, this unwarranted confusion does 
present the sole scriptural basis to which prelacy pretends. 
This we prove by the Romish standards. Rom. Cat. pt. 2, ch. 
Vil, qu. 25, asserting that the administration of the “sacrament 
of orders” belongs to the bishop, cites Acts vii5, 65 xiv?22." 
2 Tim.i:6. An examination of these texts (in the proper 
place) will show that the very blunder charged is made—Coun- 
cilof Trent, Sessii23d, De nOrdine) The: Sacted* Seriptures: 
show—that the power of consecrating, sacrificing and distribut- 
ing His body and blood, and also of remitting sins, has been 
delivered to the apostles and their successors in the priesthood.” 
§ iii. “Grace is conferred in holy orders.” Canoniv. “If any- 
body says that the Holy Ghost is not given by holy orders, and 
that accordingly the bishops have no ground to say (to the 
recipient) “‘ Receive ye the Holy Ghost;”’ or that the character 
is not impressed through this sacrament, etc. let him be 
accursed,” That the grace supposed to be received in orders is 
not that of sanctification and redemption, is clear from Rome’s 
assertion, that the Canonical priest may, like Judas, wholly lack 
this. The-grace in orders must then be the other; the miracle 
wogking ydpeopa. 

The Anglican Church bases its claim, so far as it is sacra- 
mentarian, on the same confusion, abusing the same texts. 
In the form for ordination, the prelate, in laying on hands, says; 
“Receive ye the Holy Ghost, for the office and work of a 
bishop in the Church of God, now committed unto thee by the 
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imposition of our hands,” &c. So, the Scripture here alluded to, 
John xx :21, is the one directed to be read before the consecra- 
tion; and the words which follow are precisely those of 2 Tim. 
i:6. The Anglican Church has learned her lessons from Rome 
well. The prelatic expositors disclose the same foundation for 
the sacramentarian doctrine. Theophylect, on 2 Tim. 1:6, 
gives, as the equivalent of the words, ca tis émedecews Tov yetpa@y 
poov, this gloss: Tour’ gate éte os eysevotovouy éxtaxoxzoy—thus con- 
founding “the appointment to clerical office, with an apostle’s 
bestowal of spiritual gifts. Chrysostom, on Acts vi:8, says: 
“This man (Stephen) derived a larger grace. But before his 
ordination he wrought no signs, but only after he was mani- 
fested. This was designed to teach them, that grace alone was 
not sufficient; but that ordination is requisite, in order that the 
access of the spirit may take place.” Dr. Hammond (faraz- 
mesis, Quere. 5th) “‘yseoot/sara is answerable to that imposition 
of hands in ordination, so often mentioned in the New Testa- 
ment—as generally, when by that laying on of hands, it is said 
they received the Holy Ghost: where the Holy Ghost contains 
all the yap:ovara required for the pastoral function, and also sig- 
nifies power from on high,” &c. Hear him again: “Of this 
“ ceremony thus used” (meaning ordination to the clerical office), 
Sevetalumentions there are: “Pirst; Acts: vili< 17, where, after 
Philip the deacon had preached and baptized in Samaria, Peter 
and John the Apostles came from Jerusalem to perfect the work, 
and laid hands on them [not on all that were baptized, but on 
some special person whom they thought meet] and they received 
the Holy Ghost.” Dr. Hammond was high authority with pre- 
latists. 

Another evidence of the fatal confusion, which is the basis 


of their whole scheme, involving the whole body of prelatists, 


is their own invention of the word, “Simony,” to describe the 
procurement of “orders” by money. This term is confessedly 
taken from Simon Magus, of Acts viii: and of course it 
is meant to describe the sin which he proposed to commit, verses 
18,19. Note that the thing Simon craved was not the ability 
to speak with tongues, or work some such miraculous sign. Pos- 
sibly he had already received this: asa reprobate Judas had. 
He desired the ability to confer this power on others. And 
this criminal proposal, so perfectly defined by Simon’s own 
words, is precisely the thing selected by Rome and the Angli- 


' can Church, to cCenominate the sin of procuring clerical orders 


by money. The disclosure is complete. Prelacy deems that 
the thing Peter and John had been doing in Samaria, and the 
thing Simon wished to do, was transmitting the Apostolic suc- 
cession by ordination. 

It is thus proved, that the sole basis of Scripture which 
prelacy has to offer is the mistaken notion, that the “laying on 
of hands’ by which “the Huly Ghost was given,” was prelatic 


752 SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


ordination. The theory 1s, that the bishop (Apostle) thus con- 
fers a supernatural charism on the priest; by virtue of which 
the latter works the real presence in the eucharist and the “ sac- 
rifice of the altar,” remits sin, and cleanses the infant’s soul with 
baptismal water, precisely in the same generic mode in which 
the primitive disciple, endued with a ydégcova, wrought a mir- 
acle. 

II. But we complete the utter destruction of the scheme by 
proving that their conception of this yso00eara is a blunder, 
and a baseless folly. To effect this, we first describe the 
true understanding, and then establish it. We assert that this 
laying on of hands to confer the Holy Ghost was not ordina- 
tion at all, and did not introduce its recipients into a clerical 
order, or make them less laymen than before. It was the be- 
stowal of an extraordinary power, for a purely temporal pur- 
pose; to demonstrate to unbelievers the divine claim of the 
new dispensation. Seer Cor. xiv: 22, with 14, 19; Mark xvi: 
[5-185 Actsuv 2 20):30;' vie 12)bleby1 24; and suchilike texts: 
The fact of Christ’s resurrection is the corner-stone of the Gos- 
pel-evidence. This fact was to be established by the witness 
of twelve men. An unbelieving world was invited to commit 
its spiritual destiny to the “say-so” of twelve men, strangers 
and obscure. It was absolutely essential that God should sus- 
tain their witness by some supernatural attestations. See again, 
Markixviis 1899: fuctsiisy-32)) 33.0 But twelvesmen: Couldiaet 
preach everywhere: whence it was at first equally important that 
others should be armed with these divine “signs.” Through 
what channel might these other evangelists best receive the . 
power to emit them? The answer displays clearly the con- 
sistency of our exposition: It was most suitable that the power 
in others should come through the twelve witnesses; because 
thus the “ signs” exhibited, reflected back an immediate attest- 
ation on their truth. Thus, let us represent to ourselves a child 
of Cornelius the Centurion, exercising gifts unquestionably su- 
pernatural before pagans in Cesarea. This proves that God 
has.here intervened. But for what end? That boy can be no 
eye-witness to Christ’s resurrection; and he does not claim to 
be: for he did mot see it, and he was not acquainted with Jesus’ 
person and features. But he can say, that he derived his power 
from the witness, Peter; and, Peter assured him, direct from a 
risen Christ. Just so far, then, as spectators verify the super- 
natural character of that boy’s performances, they are a divine 
attestation to Peter’s word concerning the resurrection. So 
Timothy’s yao:ovata were related to the witnessing of Paul, who 
conferred them: In brief: it was proper that others’ ability to 
exhibit “signs” should proceed visibly from the Apostles, be- 
cause the use of the signs was to sustain the testimony of the 
twelve. Hence the rule in the Apostolic day, which the acute 
Simon so clearly perceived; that it was “through laying on of 
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the Apostles’ hands the Holy Ghost was given.” And I assert 
that there is not a case in the New Testament, where any other 
than an Apostle’s hand was employed to confer the Holy Ghost, 
if any human agency was employed. Search and see. Hence 
it follows, that since the death of the original twelve, there has 
never been a human being in the Church who was able to give 
this gift. 

For, the necessity was temporary. After the death of the 
Apostles, the civilized world was dotted over with churches. 
The Canon of Scripture was complete. The unbelieving world 
was furnished with another adequate line of evidence (which 
has been deepening to our day) in souls sanctified and pagan 
society purified. The charismatic signs ceased because they 
were no longer essential. See Juke xvi: 31. The world is now 
in such relation to the Scripture testimony, as was the Jew of 
Christ’s day. 

Now, we claim a powerful and a sufficient proof of the cor- 
rectness of this theory, in its satisfying consistency. It recon- 
ciles everything in the Scripture teachings and history. We 
claim that it tallies exactly with Paul’s prediction of the cessation 
of the charismatic powers, in I Cor, xiii: 8. It explains exactly the 
date and mode of the cessation of genuine miracles out of the 
Church. Church historians know how anxiously miracles were 
claimed by the Fathers down to the 4th (and indeed the pres- 
ent) century, and the obscurity in which the facts in the 2nd 
and 3rd centuries are involved. Well: on our view, real mir- 
acles might have continued just one generation after the 
Twelve. John, the aged, might have conferred the power on 
some young evangelist, the year of the former's death. The 
Church would be naturally reluctant to surrender the splendid 
endowment. The discrimination between surprising, and truly 
supernatural events, was crude. The age of “pious frauds” 
was at hand. Thus, as the genuine miracles faded out, the 
spurious had their day. 

Again: that this laying on of hands was not ordination 
and did not confer orders at all, and had nothing to do with an 
apostolic succession, is proved beyond all question, by these 
points. Paul ordains that a “neophyte” must not be permitted 
to receive orders. But this endowment was bestowed immedi- 
ately after. baptism; as in Acts villi: 15,16; x: 44, 45; xix:6. 
Soundness in the faith» was an absolute requisite to ordination. 
1 Tim. ch. ii. These charisms were exercised by unbelievers. 
1. Cor. ch. xiii, Again, apostles forbade women to receive 
orders: these powers were enjoyed by women, and by children. 
Ritts. exi.o fax dd 

Once more: that these endowments were not wrought by 
ordination is proved by the scriptural rule of election of all 
deacons and ministers, by the brotherhood, in order to their 
ordination. This usage proves that the ceremony of orders 

48* 


754 SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


did not confer qualification, but only recognized its possession 
by the candidates ; because its prior possession by them fur- 
nished to the brotherhood the sole criterion by which they were 
to judge the candidates suitable persons to vote for. It is on 
this principle, that the instructions of Acts vi: 2-6; 1 Tim. iii., 
and Titus i: 5-9, are given. Let this point be pondered. 

But when we proceed to the examination of the places claimed 
by the Prelatists, and the bestowal of the Holy Ghost by put- 
ting on of apostles’ hands, it can be proved exegetically that each 
place falls under our theory. We have seen that the main 
place, perverted by Rome andthe Anglican Church, is Jno. xx: 
21, 22. To the Protestant, these words are plain enough. 
Christ is God-man, Redeemer, High Priest, Sacrifice, Advocate 
and King to believers. These offices He devolves on nobody, 
but holds them always. He condesends, however, to be “‘sent”’ 
of His Father, in the humble offi-e of preacher in the Church. 
This office He now devolves on the Twelve. They, as His 
ministers, are to teach men the terms of pardon: for “who ean 
forgive sin but God only?” But as they were to be inspired, 
their teachings of the terms would be authoritative and binding. 
This needed inspiration had been already promised. Jno. xvi: 
13; and so had the miraculous attestations which would be 
requisite. Actsi:4,5. But the time was now so near at hand, 
that Christ renews the promise in the significant act of Jno. xx: 
22. This gift of the Holy Ghost was no other than that real- 
ized at Pentecost. Actsii:4. The proofs are, 1. That Christ 
already recognized the Eleven as endued with that form of the 
Holy Ghost’s power which works faith, repentance, and salva- 
tion. See and icompare’ Mattixxvit 755 Luke sexi ety 
Jno. xxi:15. Hence, the form promised in that place must 
have been the only other known in Scripture; that namely, 
which wrought “signs.” 2. Our Lord’s words Acts 1:4, 5, 
prove it. ‘“ Wait,” saith He, “forthe promise of the Father which 
ye have heard of me.” Heard of Him, where? Evidently in 
John xx:21, 22. The fulfilment was to be “not many days 
hence.” This fixes it as the spiritual effusion of Pentecost. 
But now the anti-prelatic demonstration is perfect; for notori- 
ously, the thing the Holy Ghost enabled the. apostles to do at 
Pentecost was not “the consecration of priests,” or the trans- 
mitting of an apostolic succession; but pe exhibition of miracles 
to attest the resurrection. 

Peter's own explanation. of the Peushbatal endowment 
gives us another demonstration against the prelatic theory. He 
tells the multitude (Acts ii: 14-36. See especially his main 
proposition in verse 36th). This is the New Dispensation of the 
Messiah. (Proposition) Proved by two signs; (a.) The spirit- 
ual effusions promised in Joel and such like places. (b.) The 
resurrection of the sacrificed Messiah. Now the structure of 
this inspired argument is ruinous to the Prelatist in (at least) two 
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points. 1. v. 33. The spiritual results were to be palpable to 
the senses ‘this which ye now see and hear.” But no Prelatist 
pretends that the “grace in holy orders” is visible and audible. 
The bestowal was one of visible, sensible “signs,” the very one, 
and the only one relevant to the demonstration. 2.. Verses 17, 
18. The spiritual endowment was one which would fall on 
children and females. But neither of these, according to scrip- 
ture, can receive ordination. So that the prelatic theory is 
again absolutely excluded. y 

Let us now proceed to Acts vi: 3-8, because this is one of the 
places, on which Prelacy builds chiefly. It has been proved that 
Stephen’s and Philip’s possession of the yéocova of Miracles was 
the prerequisite, not the consequence, of their election and 
ordination to diaconal office. But in 1 Tim. ili: 8, to end, where 
this office is expressly defined, we hear of no such qualification 
orfunction. It is not a part of the regular, permanent diaconal 
endowment. But the Pentecostal Church in Jerusalem was 
adorned with many instances doubtless among its laymen, 
women and children (Acts ii: 17, 18), of this gift of “signs,” 
as well as among its ministers. The juncture demanding the 
separate development of the diaconal office, was critical. The 
spirit of faction was already awake between the Christians of. 
Hebrew and of Hellenistic blood. The duty was going to bea 
nice and delicate one. Hence the Apostles’ advise that the 
men first chosen for it be not only commended to the whole 
brotherhood hy their moral character, but by the seal of this 
splendid gift. We repeat: this endowment was the prereq- 
uisite to their appointment, not the consequence of it. It was, 
expressly an appointment to.“ serve tables.” And it cannot be 
argued that still Stephen and Philip had received this ydocopa 
of the Spirit, if at some previous time, yet by some ordaining 
act to a lower clerical grade; because the diaconal was then 
the lowest grade known to the Church. Thus their argument is 
fatally hedged out at every point.. 

In Acts viii: 15, etc., “Simon saw that through laying on 
of the Apostles’ hands, the Holy Ghost was given.’ The 
endowment was, then, a visible one. But according to Prela- 
tists, the grace in “holy orders” is invisible (so invisible indeed, 
to the sober senses of Protestants, as to be wholly imaginary !) 
Hence, this case was not one of ordination at all, or of apos- 
tolic succession. So, when the Holy Ghost was poured out on 
the Gentiles, in Cornelius’ house (Acts x: 46), they of the cir- 
cumcision “heard them speak with tongues.” So, when Paul 
laid hands on the Ephesian converts, Acts xix: 6, “the Holy 
Ghost came on them, and they spake with tongues and prophe- 
sied.” Here again the result was palpable. And that this was 
not a case of ordination at all, is proved also by the fact, that 
the endowment was given to all the little company, which was so 
small that it included’ but twelve males. (Verse 7.) 
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In 1 Cor. Chaps. xii. to xiv., the discussion of this ydéo:opa 
is so explicit and full, as to leave nothing to be desired. The 
Apostle speaks of it, not as a clerical endowment, but a popu- 
lar. He expressly says that its object is to be a sign to unbe- 
lievers. He expressly foretells its utter vanishing out of the 
Church after a time, which our experience has long verified. 
But ordination and the ministry are permanent. 

Let us proceed, now, to the case of Timothy, 1 Tim. iv: 
14; and 2 Tim.1i: 6; because Prelatists suppose that here we 
have the clearest instance of an ordination conferring the Holy 
Spirit. But let us see: Ifthese references are only to Timo- 
thy’s ordination, then it was a presbyterial ordination (“by the 
laying on of the hands of. the Presbytery’), and thus the pre- 
latic scheme is ruined. But if the two tests do not describe one 
and the same transaction, then the proof is gone that ordination 
by prelate imparted the Holy Ghost to Timothy; because, 
if two transactions are alluded to, the Holy Ghost may have 
been imparted by the other. And 2. This was doubtless the 
case. The “presbytery” ordained Timothy to the ministry, 
the Holy Spirit having moved some prophetic person to advise 
it, as in the case of Barnabas and Saul. Acts xiii: 2. But the 
Apostle (“who was also a presbyter.’’ See 1 Pet. v: 1,) acting 
by his apostolic power, added some ydoecpu of “signs,” to 
assist his “‘beloved son in the ministry’ in convincing unbe- 
‘lievers. This is our solution: itis evinced by its perfect cor- 
respondence with the history in Acts xvi. On this solution, 
Timothy’s ydépeova was derived, not from his ordination, but 
from a distinct action. Let the Prelatist reject this, and he 
inevitably falls back into the doctrine of presbyterial ordination 
abhorred by him. 3. Timothy’s qualification for the minis- 
try was not conferred by the ordaining act, but recognized in 
it as pre-existing in him. For Paul himself ascribes much of 
this qualification to the instructions of his mother and grand- 
mother, 2 Tim.1: 5; ili: 14-17; and the whole of it, instru- 
mentally, to the inspired Scriptures. He here declares that by 
the instructions of the Scriptures, the minister of the gospel is 
‘qualified and thoroughly equipped,” (detec éseuteapevoc ) 
for his work. This leaves nothing forthe prelate’s hands to do! 
From this fatal answer the Prelatist has no escape, except to 
attempt to render the term ‘“‘man of God,” believer, instead of 
minister. But this is absurd, being totally against the old Tes- 
tament usage, against Paul’s usage, who has always his own dis- 
tinctive terms, zeotoc, dytoc, ddedgos, for believers; and against 
his express precedent in the First Epistle, to Tim. vi: 11; where. 
“man of God” unquestionably means minister. 

We have thus dealt with the cases on which the Prelatist 
chiefly builds, and have wrested them from him. The student 
can examine for himself all the other cases of ysvovsora in the 
New Testament, in the same way. It is thus evinced that 
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the whole basis of this scheme, of Apostolic Succession and 
sacramental grace, is a blunder and a confusion. 

Other heads of argument against this figment might be 
expanded; but they would lead us aside from the doctrine of 
the sacrament, which is our present object. There can be no 
apostolic succession, because there could not be an Apostle in 
the earth, since the death of John. It is impossible that any 
one but a cotemporary of Jesus, personally acquainted with His 
features, and personally cognizant of His resurrection, should be 
an Apostle. There cannot be any apostolic succession, again, 
because there is nothing to succeed to. Every Prelatist who 
understands himself says, the thing succeeded to is pri_sthood. 
But there has not been any priesthood on earth, and could not 
be any, for eighteen hundred years. The figment has been 
refuted again, by showing that Prelacy has no continuous suc- 
cession of any kind in its ministry. It has been broken fatally 
a hundred times, by heresy, or atheism, or impiety, or simony, 
or anarchy. Last: the whole scheme is refuted by the sub- 
stantial identity which Scripture asserts between the redemp- 
tion of the new dispensation, and the old. Under the old, 
redemption was certainly not applied by sacramental grace. 
om) 41 7620-205 iv: TI, 12. Bot-thé argument of 1 Cor. ch. 
x., teaches that it is no more so under the New Testament. 
(The student may find these views expanded, in the Southern 
Presbyterian Review, January 1876 p. i.) 

The high prelatic scheme of sacramental efficiency is essen- 
tially involved in that of the apostolic succession and the “grace 
of orders.” Hence, the doctrine of the sacraments cannot be 
effectually cleared up here, without an undérstanding of the 
latter.. Its discussion verges towards another department of 
sacred science, that of Church government. But the introduc- 
tion of this argument will be excused on account of the insolu- 
ble connection. 


LECTURE LXIIL. 
BAPTISM. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. Is water Baptism, by God’s appointment, a permanent ordinance in the 
Church ? 


Turrettin, Loe. xix, Qus'12. +» Hilly bev chs'659) 1, (2: 
2. What are the signification and effects of Baptism? Consider the doctrine of 


baptismal regeneration. Does Baptism represent, as Immersionists say, the burial 
and resurrection of Christ? 


Turrettin, Qu. 19, 3 1-16. Armstrong on Baptism, pt. ii, ch. 2, pt. i, chs. 8, 
9g. Dick, Lect. 89. 
3. What formulary of words should accompany baptism? and what their sig- 
nification? Are any other formalities admissible? or sponsors ? 
Turrettin, Qu. 17. Dick. Lects. 88, 89. Knapp, 3 139. 
4. Was John’s Baptism the Christian sacrament of the new dispensation? For 
what signification was Christ baptized by him ? 


Turrettin, Qu. 16. Armstrong, pt, i, ch.9. Dick, Lect. 88. Calvin’s Inst. 
bk. ive eh. 915, 8-75) 18: 


5. State the classic, and then the scriptural meanings ot the words Sartw and 
Bantifo and their usage when applied in the Septuagint and New Testament to Le- 
vitical washings. 


Armstrong, pt. i, chs. 3, 4, 5. Rice & Campbell’s Debate, Prop. 1. Da’e’s 
Classic Bap. Dale’s Judaic Bap. Carson on Bap. 
6. Show that a change of meaning and mode takes place in the word Bamrtilo, 
in passing from a secular to a sacred use 
Armstrong, pt. i, ch. 1, &c. On whole, Conf. of Faith, ch. 28. 


"THE general remarks made concerning the sacraments, and 

applied to baptism, will not be repeated. The earlier 
Socinians disputed the perpetual obligation 
of water-baptism, as the Quakers now do of 
both the sacraments, and on similar grounds. 
They plead that the new is intended to be a spiritual dispen- 
sation; that salvation is always in the New Testament condi- 
tioned essentially on the state of heart: that Paul (1 Cor. i: 
17) says, “Christ sent me not to baptize, but to preach the gos- 
pel:” and that the water-baptism administered by the apostles 
was only a temporary badge to separate the Church from Jews 
and Pagans at its outset. | Quakers suppose that the only sac- 
raments to be observed in our day are those of the heart, the 
baptism of the Holy Ghost, and the feeding on Christ by faith. 
The answers are: That the Old Testament, with its numerous 
types and two sacraments, was also a spiritual dispensation, 
and saving benefits were then, just as much as now, conditioned 
on the state of the heart; that the commission to baptize men 
was evidently co-extensive with that to disciple and teach 
them, as is proved by the accompanying promise of grace; 
that the commission to baptize lasts at least till all nations are 
converted, which is not yet accomplished ; that it was after the 
most glorious experiences of the true spiritual baptism, at Pen- 
tecost, that the water-baptism was most industriously adminis- 

758 


1. Water Baptism* 
Perpetual. 


OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 759 


tered; and that Paul only expresses the inferior importance of 
baptising to preaching, and his thankfulness at having baptized 
only three persons at Corinth, in view of the unpleasant fact 
that that Church was ranking itself in parties according to the 
ministers who introduced them to membership. 
The folly and falsehood of baptismal regeneration have 
been already pointed out in the former lec- 
matt Meaning of ture, All the arguments there aimed against 
aptism. 
the opus operatum apply here. The error 
most probably grew as superstition increased in the primitive 
Church, out of the ungarded use of the sacramental language 


' by the early fathers, whose doctrine on this point was sounder. 


We know that baptism, in supposed imitation of Titus ii: 5, 
was currently called regeneration as early as Justin Martyr and 
Irenzus. It is easy to see how, as men’s ideas of sacred sub- 
jects became more gross, this figurative use of the word intro- 
duced the real error. 

According to the Shorter Catechism (Qu. 94) baptism 
“doth signify and seal our ingrafting into Christ and partaking 
of the benefits of the covenant of grace, and our engagements 
to be the Lord’s.” And in the Confession, chapter 28, those 
benefits of the Covenant of Grace are farther explained to be 
remission of sins and regeneration. Each part of this definition 
we can abundantly substantiate from scripture. See Gal. iii: 
C7 OMe S MOL Sy tS 1s to Col tis Fe 22)! &ee: 
Pcleviusen wat i 4 3 Acts xxi TO. So. Rome Vit 3545 
Pea, iid oa tei LO ce R OMaAviG kT 2. 

One of the most remarkable things about Baptism, to the 

attentive reader of Scripture, is the absence 
sch Penhvationn J°% of all set explanations of its meaning in th 
i emeehcaad ons of all set explanations of its meaning e 

New Testament, and at the same time, of ail 
appearance of surprise at its novelty. Not so with the other sacra- 
ment although that was a continuation of the familiar Passover. 


These things, among others, convince me that Baptism was no 


novelty to the Jews, either in its form or signification. It was 
the thing symbolized by the Hebrews’ purifications zadapcopor. 
The idea of the purification included both cleansing and conse- 
cration; and the formalities represented both the removal of 
impurity from the person, in order that it might be adapted to 
the service of a holy God, and the consequent dedication to 
Him. . Now, the main idea of Baptism is purification: and the 
element applied, the detergent element of nature, symbolizes 
the two-fold application of Christ’s satisfaction (called His blood) 
and the Holy Ghost, cleansing from guilt and depravity, and 
thus also consecrating the cleansed person to the service ofa 
holy God. Here then, we have involved the ideas of regenera- 
tion and remission, ard also of engrafting and covenanting into 
Christ’s service. This view will be farther susbtstantiated in 
treating the words fazteapos &c. 
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Now the Immersionists, (for what purpose we shall see), 
These pense cons. have departed from the uniform faith of 

memorate Christ’s Bur- Christendom, on this point: ard while they 
ial and Resurrection? qo not wholly discard the purification, make 
baptism primarily symbolical of Christ’s burial and resurrection. 
They teach that, as the supper commemorates His death, so 
baptism commemorates His burial and rising again. True, the 
believer, in commemorating His death in the supper, receives 
also a symbol of the benefits purchased for us therein. So, in 
commemorating His burial and resurrection, there is a symbol- 
izing of our burial to sin, and living again unto holiness. But | 
the main meaning is, to set forth Christ’s burial and resurrec- 
tion. Only three texts can be quoted for this view. Rom. vi: 
3-5; Col. ii: 12, and 1 Cor. xv: 29, and especially the first. 

Now our first objection to this view is its lack of all Bible 
support. He would be a hardy man, who 
would base any theory on the exposition of 
a passage so obscure as I Cor.xv: 29. The 
most probable explanation is, thatthe Apostle here refers to the 
Levitical rule of Numb. xix:14-19. Were there no resurrec- 
tion, a corpse would be like any other clod; and there would 
be no reason for treating it as a symbol of moral defilement, or 
for bestowing on it, so religiously, the rites of sepulture. But this 
exposition presents not a particle of reason for regarding Chris- 
tian baptism as a commemoration of Christ’s burial. The other 
two passages are substantially identical: and, under the figure 
of a death and rising again, they obviously represent a regen- 
eration’ GComparé especially Colait 11) 12) Kiem 
likewise the figures of circumcision, planting, and crucifixion, 
all represent the same, regeneration. This the immersionist 
himself cannot deny. The baptism here spoken of is, then, not 
directly a water baptism at all: but the spiritual baptism 
thereby represented. Col. ii: 11. It is the circumcision ‘made 
without hands.” Rom. vi:3,4. It isa baptism not into water, 
but into death, i. e., a death to carnality. Therefore it is clear 
the symbolism here points to the grace of regeneration, and not 
to any supposed grace in Christ’s burial. His burial and res- 
urrection are themselves used here as symbols, to represent 
regeneration. As justly might the immersionist say that bap- 
tism commemorates a crucifixion, a planting, a building, a 
change of a stone into flesh, a putting off dirty garments ; 
because these are all Scripture figures of regeneration, of which 
baptism is a figure. Nor is there in these famous passages any 
reference to the mode of baptism, because first the Apostle’s 
scope in Rom. vi, forbids it: and second, the same mode of 
interpretation would compel us to find an analogy in the 
mode of baptism, to a planting and acrucifixion. See Scott in 
loco. 

But second: by making baptism the commemoration of 


Disproved. No 
Scripture Proof. 


es el 
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Christ’s burial, and resurrection, the sacra- 
mental analogy (as well as the warrant) is 
totally lost. This analogy is not in the ele- 
ment to the grace; for in that aspect, there can be no resem- 
blance. Water is not like a tomb, nor like the Holy Ghost, nor 
like Christ’s atoning righteousness. Nor is bread like a man’s 
body, nor wine like his blood. The selection of the sacramental 
element is not founded on a resemblance, but on an analogy. 
Distinguish. The bread and wine are elements, not because 
they are like a body and blood, in their qualities: but because 
there is a parallel in their uses, to nourish and cheer. So the 
water isan element of a sacrament, because there is a parallel 
in its uses, to the thing symbolized. The use of water is to 
cleanse. Where now is any analogy to Christ’s burial? Nor 
is there even a resemblance in the action, uot even when the 
immersionist’s mode is granted. Water is not like a Hebrew 
tomb. The temporary demission of a man into the former, to 
be instantly raised out of it, is not like a burial. 

Third: If we may judge by the two sacraments of the old 

at dispensation, and by the supper, sacraments 
eae Pa ae (always few) are only adopted by God to be 

commemorative of the most cardinal transac- 
tions of redemption. Christ’s burial was not such.  Christ’s 
burial is nowhere proposed to us as an essential object of faith. 
His death and the Spirit's work are. His death and resurrec- 
tion are; the former already commemorated in the other sacra- 
ment. And besides; it would seem strange that the essential 
work of the Holy Ghost should be commemorated by no sacra- 
ment, while that of Christ is commemorated by two! In the 
old dispensation the altar and the laver stood side by side. And 
here would be a two-fold covenant, with two seals to one of its 
promises, and none to the other ! 

And last: The Immersionist is involved by his theory in 
intense confusions. In the gospel history, Christ’s death pre- 
ceded His burial and resurrection: so the commemoration of 
the death ought to precede. But the Immersionist makes it 
follow, with peculiar rigidity. Again: the Supper was only 
practised either when the death was already accomplished, or 


No Proper Sacra- 
mental Analogy. 


. immediately at hand; so that its commemorative intent was at 


once obvious. But the baptism was instituted long before the 
burial. Did it then point forward to it? Aresacraments types? 
And this difficulty presses peculiarly on the Immersionist, who 
makes John’s baptism identical with Christian. What then did 
John’s baptism signify to Jews, before Christ was either dead or 

buried, and before these events were foreknown by them? 
In Matt. xxvili: 19 the formulary of words to be em- 
ie loyed is given by Christ explicitly, &&< cv 
eee ce Cia, &c., and this preposition is retained in 
every case but one. Had our Saviour said 
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that baptism should be éy tw dvoyare (dative), &c., His meaning 
would have appeared to be that the rite was applied by the 
authority of that name, i. e., hebraice, of that person. The one 
case in which this formulary occurs (Acts x : 48) is probably 
to be explained in this way ; but the uniform observance of the 
other formulary, in all the other cases (especially see 1 Cor. 
i: 13 and x: 2), indicates clearly that the meaning of the rite 
is, that it purifies and dedicates us unto the Trinity, bringing us 
into a covenant relation to Him. Here we see an additional 
argument for the definition given in § 1, of the meaning of bap- 
tism, and against the _Immersionist idea. 

Cases are not unfrequent (e. g., in Acts viii: 16; x: 48; xix: 5) 
in which no name is mentioned but that of Christ. But I think 
we are by no means to infer hence that the apostles ever omit- 
ted any of the formulary enjoined by Christ. Jews would have 
no objection to a baptism to God the Father. (John’s was 
such, and exceedingly popular). They were used to them. 
But Christ Jesus was the stumbling-block; and hence when the 
historian would indicate that a Hebrew had made a thorough 
submission to the new dispensation, he would think it enough 
to say that he had assumed Christ’s name. The rest was then 
easy to believe and was therefore left to be inferred. 

The Church of Rome accompanied baptism with a number 

oh eh domi h e of superstitious rites, of which she still re- 
jane tains the most, and the Church of England, 
apart. They were, blessing the water in the 
font, exorcism, renouncing the Devil, anointing in the form of 
a cross, anointing the eye-lids and ears with spittle, breathing 
on the candidate, washing the whole body 2” puris naturalibus, 
the baptism proper, tasting salt and honey, putting on the 
white robe, or at least, taking hold of a white cloth, and an im- 
position of hands. The last, now separated from baptism, con- 
stitutes the sacrament of confirmation. We repudiate all these, 
for two reasons: that they are unauthorized by Scripture, and, 
worse than this, that their use is suggestive of positive error 
and superstition. 

The use of sponsors, who are now always other than the 
proper parents (when any sponsors are used), 
in the Episcopal and Romish Churches, has . 
grown from gradual additions. In the early Church the spon- 
sors were always the natural parents of the infant, except in 
cases of orphanage and slavery: and then they were either the 
master, or some deacon or deaconess. (See Bingham, p. 523, 
&c.) When an adult was zz extremis,and even speechless, 
or maniacal, or insensible, if it could be proved that he had 
desired baptism, he was permitted to receive it, and some one 
stood sponsor for him. If he recovered, this sponsor was ex- 
pected to watch over his religious life and instruction. And in 
the case of Catechumens, the sponsor was at first some clergy- 


Sponsors. 


ae 
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nan or deaconess, who undertook his religious guidance. It 
was a universal rule that no one was allowed to be sponsor un- 
less he undertook this dona fide. How perverted is this usage 
now! Our great objection to the appearance of any one but 
the natural parents, where there are any, or in other cases, of 
him who is zz loco parentis, as sponsors, is this: that no other 
human has the right to dedicate the child, and no other has the 
opportunity and authority to train it for God. To take these 
vows in any other sense is mockery. 

The Reformers strenuously identify John’s baptism with 

a oNatuse of Toha’s the Christian, arguing that his mission was a 
Baptism. sort of dawn of the new dispensation, that it 
was the baptism of repentance, an evangeli- 
cal grace, and that it is also stated (Luke iii: 3) to be for the 
remission of sins. But later Calvinists hold, against them and 
the Immersionists, that it was a baptism for a different purpose, 
and therefore not the same sacramentally, however it may have 
resembled as to mode, that of the Christian Church. Their 
reasons are, that it was not administered in the name of the 
Trinity, and did not bring the parties into covenant with Christ. 
2nd. It was not the initiatory rite into the Church, and did not 
signify our ingrafting into Christ, for the old dispensation still 
subsisted, and those who received the rite were already in the 
Church of that dispensation, whereas Christ’s was not yet 
opened, and therefore could not receive formal adherents. But, 
3d, Paul seems clearly (Acts xix : 5) to have repeated Christian 
baptism on those who already had John’s. Calvin and Turret- 
tin indeed evade this fact by making verse 5 the words of 
Paul (not of Luke), reciting the fact that these brethren had 
already (when they heard John) received baptism. But this 
gloss is proved erroneous, not only by the whole drift of the 
passage (why had they not received charisms ?), by the force of 
the wey and de, but above all by this: that if this verse 5 means 
John’s baptism, then John baptized in the name of Jesus. But 
see Jno. i: 33; Matt. xi: 3.. John’s baptism was therefore not 
the sacrament of the new dispensation, but one of those puri- 
fications, preparing the way of the Messiah about to come, 
with which, we believe, the Jewish mind was familiar. 

The interesting question arises: With what intent and 
meaning did Christ submit to it? He could 
not repent, and needed no remission. We 
think it clear He could not have taken it in 
these senses. Says Turrettin: He took it vicariously, doing 
for His people, all that any one of them owed, to fulfill the law 
in their stead; and He refers, for support, to the fact that He 
punctually conformed to all the Levitical ritual,—was circum- 
cised, attended sacrifices, &c. But the cases are not parallel. 
Christ as a Jew, (according to His humanity), would properly 
render obedience to all the rules of the dispensation under 


Intent of Christ’s 
Baptism. 
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which He came vicariously; but it is not therefore proper that 
He should comply with the rules of a dispensation to be wholly 
founded on Him as Mediator, and which rules were all legis- 
lated by Him. This for those, who assert that John’s baptism 
was the Christian Sacrament. There is no evidence that Christ 
partook ef His. other.sacrament.- See Luke, xxii :17:; And 
while His vicarious attitude would make a ceremonial purifica- 
tion from guilt appropriate, it would not make a rite significant 
of repentance appropriate. Christ did not repent for imputed 
cuilt, which did not stain His character. Nor would the other 
part of the signification apply to Him: for this imputed guilt 
was not pardoned to Him: He paid the debt to the full. 
There, seems then, to +bétno ‘explanation; except that 
Christ’s baptism was His priestly inaugura- 
ASS erate Cem ere John, himself an Aaronic priest, might 
cration to Priesthood. ? P » Mg 
naturally administer it. His age confirms it; 
compare Luke iii : 23, with Numb. iv: 3. A purification by 
water was a part of the original consecration of the Aaronic 
family... See Levit: viii.c:6; or better, dixod.xxx 217-2 ee: 
The unction Christ received immediately after, by the descent 
of the Holy Ghost. And last, John’s language confirms it, 
together with the immediate opening of Christ’s official work. 
We now approach the vexed question of the mode of bap- 
eh Rest @ueontes tism. The difference between us and immer- 
to Mode. Neither sionists is only this: whether the entire 
Etymology nor Secular immersion of the body in water is essential 
Use Defines it. . : ; . 
to valid baptism. For we admit any applica- 
tion of water, by an ordained ministry, in the name of the 
Trinity, to be valid baptism. The question concerning the 
mode is of course one of meaning and usage of the words 
descriptive of the ordinance. But this preliminary question 
arises: of what usage? that of the classic, or of Hellenistic 
Greek? We answer, chiefly the latter; for the obvious reason 
that this was the idiom to which the writers of the New Testa- 
ment were accustomed, especially when speaking Greek on a 
sacred subject. And this, enlightened immersionists scarcely 
dispute. Another preliminary question arises: should it be 


found that the usage of the words farreCu, &c., when applied to, 
common and secular washings, gives them one uniform mean- ° 
ing, would that be evidence enough that its meaning was pre- , 
cisely the same, in passing to a sacred ritual, and assuming a | 
technical, sacred sense? I reply, by no means. There is) 


scarcely a word, which has been borrowed from secular into 
sacred language, which does not undergo a necessary modifica- 
tion of meaning. Is éxzzxdyjoca the same word in the Scriptures, 
which it is in common secular Greek? //osofutev0¢ means an 
elderly person, an embassador, a magistrate. Is this the pre- 
cise meaning of the Church presbyter of the New Testament? 
He might be a young man. Above all is this change marked 


—— ail 
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in the word for the other sacrament, de¢zvov. This word in sec- 
ular, social use, whether in or out of Scripture, means the even- 
ing meal; and usually a full one, often a banquet, in which the 
bodily appetite was liberally fed. The Lord’s Supper is usu- 
ally not in the evening; it is uot a meal; and by its design has 
no reference to satisfying the stomach, or nourishing the body. 
See 1 Cor. xi. Indeed, it is impossible to adopt a secular and 
known word, as the name cf this peculiar institution, a Chris- 
tian Sacrament, without, in the very act of adopting it, super- 
inducing upon it some shade of meaning different from its sec- 
ular. Even if the favorite word of the Immersionists, immer- 
sion, were adopted, as the established name in English, of the 
sacrament; it would zfso facto receive an immediate modifica- 
tion of meaning as a sacramental word. Not any immersion 
whatever would constitute a sacrament. So that this very spe- 
cific word would then require some specification. Thus we see 
that the assertion of the Immersionist, that Pazz:fw is a purely 
specific word, and, as a name of a sacrament, admits of no 
definition as to mode, would be untrue, even if it were per- 
fectly specific in its common secular meaning, both in and out 
of Scripture. We might grant, then, that Partfw, whenever 
non-ritual, is nothing but plunge, dip under, and still sustain 
our cause. 
But.we grant no such thing. Let it be borne in mind that 
6 einmnersionist. Pos-|- te thing: the Immersionist must- prove isno 
tulate as to Usage of less than this: that Pazrfw, &c., never can 
Words. mean, in secular uses, whether in or out of 
the Scriptures, anything but dip under, plunge; for nothing less 
will prove that nothing but dipping wholly under is valid bap- 
tism, If the words mean frequently plunging, but sometimes 
wetting or washing without plunging, their cause is lost. For 
then it is no longer absolutely specific of mode. Let us then 
examine first the non-ritual or secular usage of the words, both 
in Hellenistic (Sept. Josephus) Greek, and in the New Testa- 
ment. We freely admit that fdéztw very often means to dip, 
and fazcfw still more often, nay, usually, but not exclusively. 
And first, the trick of Carson is to be exposed, by which 
he endeavors to evade the examination of 
the shorter form, dézrw, on the plea that farz- 
ttCwand its derivatives are the only ones ever 
used in relation to the sacrament of baptism. True; but by 
what process shall we more properly discover the meaning of 
faxti€w than by going to that of its root, @dz-«, from which it is 
formed by the simple addition of :Cw, meaning verbal activity, 
(the making of anything to be Part). Well, we find the lexi- 
cons all defining fazzw, dip, wash, stain. Suidas, z/vyw, to 
wash clothes. These definitions are sustained by the well 


The Root Barro to 
be Examined. 


-known case, from the classics, of Homer's lake; PsPappéror, 


tinged with the blood of a dying mouse, which Carson himself 
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Spor up. But among the instances from Hellenistic Greek, 
the more important to our purpose, consult the following: 
ed XIX : 13, a vesture stained with blood, fefayyerov; Luke 

P94 eR Kit SA ee LV aS Levit. WwW POR oy Dan ave 
an So there are cases of the secular use of the word fazz:fa, 
where immersion is not expressed. See the lexicons quoted 
by Drs. Owen and Rice, in which it is defined, not only to 
immerse, but also to wash, substantiated by the cases of “the 
blister baptized with breast milk,” in classic Greek, and of the 
altar, wood and victim of Elijah baptized by pouring on water 
in Origen. Hence, the common and secular usage is not 
uniformly i in favor of dipping. 

But if it were, the question would still be an open one ; 


: for it may well be, that when transferred £6 
Banti~w not Always 


Dip: religious ritual, the word will undergo some 


such modification as we saw uniformly occurs 


in all other words transferred thus. We proceed, then, one 


step nearer, and examine the meaning of the word in the Sep- 
tuagint and New Testament, when applied to religicus rituals, 
other than the Christian sacrament itself; that is, to Jewish puri- 
fications. And here we find that the specific idea of the Jewish 
religious baptism was not dipping, but an act symbolical of 
purification, of which the actual mode was, in most cases? 
by affusion. In 2 Kings v: 14; Neaman baptized himself 
(efaxc:faco) seven times inthe Jordan.. This may have been 
dipping, but taking into account the Jewish mode of purifica- 
tion, was more probably by affusion. Eccl. xxxiv: 25; the 
Septuagint says: “He that baptizeth himself (Zaaceferar) after 
he toucheth a dead body, if he touch it again, what availeth 
his washings?’ How this baptism was performed, the reader 
may see in Numb. xxxii 10, 24,'and xix*: 13-20, © In) Judna 
xii: 7, this chaste maiden is said to have baptized herself at a 
fountain of water bya vast camp! In Josephus Antigq. Bk. 4, 
ch. iv., the ashes of the red heifer used in purifying are said to 
be baptized in spring water. 
In the New Testament there are four instances where the 
New Testament User J Cwishrioaal purifications are described by 
of the Verb Not Al- the term baptize; and in all four cases it was 
Ways M undoubtedly by affusion. Mark vii: 4: 
Luke xie385 John iit 6; "Heb.ax? 16oyeinee? (The last ane 
possibly be Christian baptism, though its use in the plural 
would rather show that it included the Jewish.) Now that all 
these purifications called here Pantiapyo: and zxavantopoe were 
by affusion, we iearn, I. From the Levitical law, which 
describes various washings and sprinklings, but not one immer- 
sion of a man’s person for purification. 2. From well known 
antique habits still prevalent in the East, which limited the 
washings to the hands and feet, and performed them by affu- 
sion. - Compare’ 2..Kings* iii: 113 Exod) xxx72T." 3." From 
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comparison of the two passages, Mark vii: 4, and Luke xi: 38; 
with Jno. ii: 6. These water pots were too narrow at the 
mouth, and too small (holding about two bushels) to receive a 
person’s body, and were such as were borne on the shoulders of 
female servants. 4. From the great improbability that Jews 
would usually immerse all over so often, or that they could. 
5. From the fact that they are declared to have practised, not * 
only these baptisms of their persons, but of their utensils and 
massive couches. Numb. xix: 17,18. It is simply prepos- 
terous that these should have been immersed as often as cere- 
monially defiled. Last, the Levitical law, which these Jews 
professed to observe with such strictness, rendered an immer- 
“sion impossible anywhere but in a deep running stream, or liv- 
ing pit of a fountain. Forif anything ceremonially unclean 
went into a vessel of standing water, no matter whether large 
or small, the water was thereby defiled, and the vessel and all 
other water put into that vessel, and all persons who got into 
Wade NeeV IC) Ki 23 2116. 26; 

It is true that Immersionists pretend to quote Talmudists 
(of whom I, and probably they, know nothing), saying that 
these purifications were by immersion; and that Solomon's 
“sea” was for the priests to swim in. But the Talmud is 700 
years A. D., and excessively absurd. 

Now, if the religious baptisms of the Jews were not by 
dipping, but by affusion; if their specific idea 
was that of religious purification, and not dip- 
ping; and if Christian baptism is borrowed from the Jewish, 
and called by the same name; without explanation, can any one 
believe that dipping is its specific and essential form? Immer- 
sionists acknowledge the justice of our inference, by attempting 
to dispute all the premises. Hard task! 


Inference. 


LECTURE LXIV. 
BAPTISM.—Continued. 


SYLLABUS. 


7. What would most probably be the mode of baptism adopted for a universal 
religion ? 
Ridgley. Qu. 166. 
8. What mode is most appropriate to the symbolical meaning of baptism ? 
Consult.:Js: hi: 15; compare Matt.’ iis 11) Actst1= 5: ane, Asti ao etoe 
ii: 333 x: 44-48; xi:16, 17. Alexander on Isaiah. Armstrong on Bap., 
pt.1, ch. 7. Review of Theodosia Ernest. 

9. What mode appears most probable from the analogy of the figurative and 
spiritual baptisms of Matt. xx: 20-23; Mark x: 38, 39; Luke xli: 50; 1 Cor. x:2; 
1 Pet. dy 2n}) PCor.-xil : 13°35 Gal. urs 27 ; “Eephoiv':5sRom: vii Col ree, 

See Armstrong on Bap. pt. i, chs. 6, 8. Commentaries on Scriptures cited. 

to. Argue the mode from Jno. 3: 25, 26. 

Armstrong on Bap. pt. i, ch. 2. 9. 

11. Discuss the probable mode observed in John’s baptisms in Jordan and at 
Ainon, the Eunuch’s, Paul’s, the three thousand’s at Pentecost, Cornelius,’ the Philip- 
pian jailor’s. 

Armstrong, pt. il, chs. 3, 4. Dr. Leonard Woods on Baptism. Taylor’s 
Apostolic Baptism. Robinson’s Reasearches in Palestine. Commentaries. 
Review of Theodosia Ernest. ; 

12. What would be the ecclesiastics] results of the Immersionist dogma ? 

Review of Theodosia Ernest. 

13. What was the customary mode of baptism in the early Church, subsequent 
to the apostles? 

Bingham’s “‘‘ Origines Sacre,”’ Art. ‘* Bapt.’”? Taylor’s Apostolic Baptism. 
Church Histories. Review of Theodosia Ernest, See on whole, Rice and 
Campbell’s Debate. Fairchild on Baptism. Beecher on Baptism. 


mn CONSIDERATION of some probable weight may be 
drawn from the fact that Christianity is intended to bea 
universal religion. Remember that it is 
characterized by fewness and simplicity of 
rites, that it is rather spiritual than ritual, 
that its purpose was to make those rites the reverse of burden- 
some, and that the elements of the other sacraments were 
chosen from articles common, cheap, and near at hand. Now, 
in many extensive countries, water is too scarce to make it con- 
venient to accumulate enough for an immersion; in other 
regions all waters are frozen over during half the year. In 
many cases infirmity of body renders immersion highly incon- 
venient and even dangerous. It seems not very probable that, 
under these circumstances, a dispensation so little formalistic as 
the Christian, would have made immersion essential to the 
validity of baptism, for a universal Church, amidst all climes 
and habits. 
But we derive an argument of far more importance, from 
_ . the obviously correct analogy between the 
‘s tie cht Hie act of affusion and the graces signified and 
sealed in baptism. It is this which Immer- 


7. Dipping Impracti- 
cable Sometimes. 
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sionists seek to evade when they endeavor, contrary to Scrip- 
ture, to make baptism signify and commemorate primarily 
Christ’s burial and resurrection. (Hence the importance of 
refuting that dream). The student will remember, that the 
selection of the element is founded, not upon the resemblance 
of its nature (for of this there can be none, between the mate- 
rial and spiritual), but on the analogy of its use to the graces 
symbolized. Water is the detergent element of nature. The 
great meaning of baptism is our cleansing from guilt by expi- 
ation (blood), and our cleansing from the depravity of heart, by 
the Holy Ghost. Now, in all Bible language, without a single 
exception, expiation is symbolized as sprinkled, or affused, or 
put on; and the renewing Spirit, as descending, or poured, or 
falling. See all the Jewish usages, and the whole tenour of the 
Mromisess “Geevite xXiw 7,750 5 xvi 145, Numb. vin 7 i xi: 
Loi ee 1X.) 19-22; especially. last, verse; ix) 144.222} 
evi s «Exod. xxix): 16, 21,.&e.3) Ps? xiv: 2); (Is. xliv': 
Pelee COU IS. xxx Ths Joel ity 28,20, quoted. in 
Acts ft: ) 

Nor is the force of this analogy a mere surmise of ours. 
See Is. lii: 15,.where it is declared that the 
Redeemer, by His mediatorial, and especially 

- His suffering work, “shall sprinkle many na- 
tions.” The immediate reference here doubtless is not to water 
baptism, but to that which it signifies. But when God chooses 
in His own Word to call those baptismal graces a sprinkling, 
surely it gives no little authority to the belief that water bap- 
tism is by sprinkling! Immersionists feel this so acutely that 
they have even availed themselves of the infidel glosses of the 
German Rationalists, who to get rid of the Messianic features of 
this glorious prophecy, render {J?—“‘to cause to start up,” “to 


Isaiah, and other Old 
Testament Instances. 


startle.’ The only plea they bring for this unscrupulous 
departure from established usage of the word is, that in all the 
other places this verb has as its regimen the element sprinkled, 
and not the object. This objection Dr. J. A. Alexander pro- 
nounces frivolous, and denies any Hebrew or Arabic support to 
the substituted translation. Again: In Ezek. xxxvi: 25, are 
promises which, although addressed primarily to the Jews of 
the Captivity, are evidently evangelical; and there the sprink- 
ling of clean water symbolizes the gospel blessings of regene- 
ration, remission, and spiritual indwelling. The language is so 
strikingly favourable to us, that it seems hardly an overstraining 
of it to suppose it a prediction of the very sacrament of bap- 


tism. But this we do not claim. 
Our argument is greatly strengthened when we proceed to 
New <iPestament me the New Testament,:, Collate: Matt: in: 11; 
amples of Grace by Affu- Acts 1: 5 3 il: 2-4; fae 1 51S) i OR eG 
“hee 44, 45,48; xi: 16,17. Here our argument 


49* 
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is two-fold. First: that both John and Christ baptize with 
water, not in water. This language is wholly appropriate to 
the application of water to the person, wholly inappropriate to 
the application of the person to the water. No Immersionist 
would sneak of dipping with water. They do indeed reclaim 
that the preposition is ¢y here translated “with,” and should in all 
fidelity be rendered “in,” according to its admitted use in the 
large majority of New Testament cases. This we utterly deny ; 
first, because in the mouth of a Hebraistic Greek, ¢v being the 
established equivalent and translation of 3 may naturally and 


frequently mean “ with ;” but second and chiefly because the par- 
allel focutions “of Puke im 10:; Acts ui. 5 = Xt 10... seen 
20; Heb. x: 22, identify the ¢v date, &c., with the instrument. 
And from the same passages we argue farther, that the mode of 
the baptism with the Holy Ghost and fire, is fixed most indis- 
putably by the description of the event in Acts ii: 2 and 4. 
The long promised baptism occurred. And what was it? It 
was the sitting of tongues of fire on each Apostle, and the 
“descent,” the fall; the “pouring “Gut, “the “ shédding forma, 
of the spiritual influences. To make the case still stronger, if 
possible, when the spiritual affusion on Cornelius and his house 
occurred, which made Peter feel that he was justified in author- 

izing their water-baptism, he informs his disapproving brethren 
‘in Jerusalem (Acts xi: 15, 16) that the “falling of the Holy 
Ghost on them as on us at the beginning,” caused him “ to re- 
member’ the great promise of a baptism, not with water only, 
but with the Holy Ghost and with fire. If baptism is never an 
affusion, how could such a suggestion ever arise ? 


This reasoning is so cogent, that Immersionists feel the 
necessity of an evasion. Their Coryphzus, 
Carson, suggests two. No element, nor mode 
of applying an element, he says, can properly symbolize the 
essence of the Holy Ghost. It is immense, immaterial, unique. 
All men are at all times immersed in it. To suppose any 
analogy between water affused, and this infinite, spiritual essence, 
is gross materialism. Very true; yet here is some sort and sense 
in which a baptism with the Holy Ghost occurred; and if it is 
gross anthropo-morphism to liken His ubiquitous essence to 
water affused, it is equally so to liken it to water for plunging. 
If there is no sense in which the analogy between the baptismal 
element and the influences of the Holy Ghost can be asserted, 
then it is God’s Word which is in fault; for He has called the 
outpouring of those influences a baptism. The truth is, that 
here, just as when God is said to come, to go, to lift up His 
hand, it is not the divine essence which changes its place, but its 
‘sensible influences. 


The other evasion is, to say that because thisbaptism is 
wholly figurative, and not a proper and literal baptism at all, 


Evasions Answered. 
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therefore it can contain no reference whatever to mode. We 
deny both premise and conclusion: the conclusion, because 
Immersionists infer mode, with great positiveness, from a merely 
figurative baptism, in Rom. vi: 4; and the premise, because 
the baptism of Pentecost was in the best sense real, the most 
real baptism that ever was in the world. It was, indeed, not 
material: but if its literal reality be denied, then the inspiration 
of the Apostles is denied, and the whole New Testament Dis- 
pensation falls. 

Our argument, then, is summed up thus: Here was a spir- 
itual transaction, which Christ was pleased 
to call His baptism, in the peculiar sense. 
In this baptism the outward element de- 


This Argument Sum- 
med Up. 


_ scended upon the persons of the recipients, and the influences 


of the Holy Ghost, symbolized thereby, are spoken of as fall- 
ing. Water baptism, which is intended, like the fire, to symbol- 
ize the spiritual baptism, should. therefore be also applied by 
affusion. 

While we deny that these memorable events formed only 
a figurative baptism, yet the word baptism is 
used in Scripture in a sense more properly 
figurative, and wholly non-sacramental. Im- 
mersionists profess to find in all these an allusion to dipping 
but we shall show that in every case such allusion is uncertain, or 
impossible. 

The first instance is that of Christ’s baptism in His suffer- 

Maes pobtkin ings at His death. Matt. xx: 20, 23; Mark 

DAs, 230/85. Lukeoxtios 50. | Although, Luke 
: refers to a different conversation, yet the 
allusion to His dying sufferings is undoubtedly the same. 
Now, it is common to say that these sufferings were called a 
baptism, because Christ was to be then covered with anguish 
as with an overwhelming flood. Even granting this, it must be | 
remembered the Scriptures always speak of God’s wrath as 
being poured out, and however copious the shower, an effusion 


9g. Argument from 
Figurative Baptisms. 


_ from above bears a very questionable resemblance to an immer- 


sion of the person into a body of liquid beneath. Some (as 


‘Dr. Armstrong) find in this figure no reference to the mode of 


baptism, but suppose that the idea is one of consecration sim- 


ply. Christ is supposed to call. His dying sufferings a baptism, 


because by them He was inducted into His kingly office. But 
this is not wholly satisfactory. The true explanation is obvi- 
ously that of the Greek fathers. As is well known to students 
of sacred history, the martyr’s sufferings were considered his 
baptism. And so literal was the notion expressed by this, that 
the Fathers gravely argue that by martyrdom the unbaptized 
catechumen, who witnesses a good confession, becomes a bap- 
tized Christian, and has no reason whatever to regret his lack 
of water baptism, supposed by them to be, in other cases, 
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essential. To the question why martyrdom is called by thema 
baptism, they answer with one voice, because Christ was 
pleased to call His own martyrdom a baptism, and to apply the 
same to the pious sufferings of James and John. And they say 
farther, quoting the same texts, that the reason Christ calls His 
dying sufferings a baptism is, because they cleansed away sin, 
as the water of baptism symbolically does. Here, then, is no 
reference to mode of water baptism, and these Greek fathers, 
if they in any case press the figure to a signification of mode, 
speak of Christ’s body as baptized, or stained with His own 
blood, a baptism by affusion. And the baptism of martyrdom 
is explained as a baptism of blood and fire. 
I Cor. x : 2 represents the Israelites as baptized unto 
eet yar eae ers Moses in the cloud and in the sea, in passing . 
Nowe: the Red sea. Immersionists foolishly attempt 
to strain a reference to immersion here, by 
saying that the Israelites were surrounded with water, having 
the sea as a wall on the either hand, and the cloud overhead: 
But unfortunately for this far-fetched idea, it is expressly said 
that Israel went over dry-shod. And the cloud was not over 
them, but behind them. Nor is there any proof that it was an 
aqueous cloud (it was fire by night and luminous); and the alle- 
gorizing Greek. Fathers currently understand it as representing, 
not the water of baptism, but God’s Holy Ghost. Nor have we 
any proof that even aqueous vapor can be substituted for the 
sacramental element. There was an immersion in the case, but 
it was that of Pharaoh and his hosts. The lost were immersed, 
the saved were baptized unto Moses! The sense of the pas- 
sage obviously is, that by this event Israel were dedicated, sep- 
arated unto that religious service of which Moses was the 
teacher. The word baptize here carries no reference to mode, 
but has its proper sense of religious separation. 
The same is its meaning in 1 Cor. xii: 13; Gal. ili: 27; 
oo UE ph. ivii§-andi Petia oi) Wiens 
aL eas believer is said to be baptized into (or unto) 
Christ, or into His one body, and thus 
to. have put on Christ, there can be no allusion to mode, 
because then it would be the preposterous idea of immersing 
into Christ, or into His mystical body, instead of into water. 
The exact idea expressed is that of a consecrating separation. 
Baptism is here conceived by the Apostle as our separation 
from the ruined mass of mankind and annexation to the 
Saviour in our mystical union. So in I Pet. ili: 21, baptism is 
called a-figure like (dyzituzov) to the salvation of Noah’s family 
in the ark. . This saving was from water, not by water, and it 
was effected in the ark. Here again there is no modal refer- 
ence to immersion, for the parties saved were not dipped, and 
all who were dipped were lost. The baptism of Noah’s family 
was therefore their separation from a sinful world, effected by 


—_— 
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the waters of the flood. If baptism in its most naked, spiri- 
tual meaning, carries to Hebrews the idea of a religious separ- 
ation, it is very evident what mode it would suggest, should 
they permit their minds to advert to mode. Their separations 
were by sprinklings. The remaining passage (Eph. iv: 5) 
could only have been supposed to teach the essential necessity 
of observing water baptism in only one mode, by a mind insen- 
sible to the elevation and sacredness of the passage. It is the 
glorious spiritual unity between Christians and their Divine 
Head, resulting from the separating consecration which bap- 
tism represents. 
The identification of baptism with the purification of the 
aly _ Jews, in Jno. iii: 25, 26, throws some light 
goon es Ss F™* upon its mode. The question about purifying, 
agitated between the Jews and some of the 
Baptist’s disciples, (v. 25), is evidently the question which they 


_propound to John himself (in v. 26), viz: What was the mean- 


ing of Christ’s baptizing. The whole tenour of John’s answer 
proves this, for it is all addressed to the explanation of this 
point: why Christ, baptized by him, and thus seemingly his 
disciple, should administer a baptism independent of him. 
Any other explanation leaves an absurd chasm between verses 
25 and 26. Baptism, then, is zav#aveouos, a striking testimony to 
the correctness of our account of its signification, a matter 
which we found to bear, in so important a way, upon its mode. 
But farther: Let anyone consider the Septuagint use of this 


_ word, and he cannot easily remain in doubt as to the ‘mode in 


which a Jew would naturally administer it. 
My time will not permit me to go into a full discussion of 
| the actual mode indicated by the sacred his- 
11. Mode of New . ; ; : 
Testament Baptism. tOrian in each case of baptism in the New 
Testament. Such detail is, indeed, not 


_ mecessary, inasmuch as you may find the work well done in 


several of your authors, and especially in Armstrong, Part II, 
ch. 3,4. The result of a thorough examination was well stated 
by a divine of our Church thus: Rule three columns on your 
blank paper; mark the first, ‘Certainly by immersion; the sec- 
ond, ‘Probably by immersion; the third, ‘Certainly not by 
immersion. ‘Then, after the careful study of the Greek Testa- 
ment, enter each case where it properly belongs. Under the 
first head there will be not a single instance; under the second, 
there may be a few; while the larger number will be under the 
third. Immersionists, when they read that John was baptizing 
in Jordan, and again at A‘non, “ because there was much water 
there,’’ conclude that he certainly immersed his penitents. But 
when we note that the language may as weli be construed ‘at’ 
Jordan, and that the ‘many waters’ of A‘non were only a clus- 
ter of springs; considering also the unlikeliness of one man’s 
performing such a multitude of immersions, and the uninspired 


77/4 - “SYLLABUS AND NOTES. 


testimony. of the early Church as to the method of our 
Saviour’s baptism, the probabilities are all turned the other 
way. So, the improbability of sufficient access to water, at 
Yentecost, and the impossibility of twelve men’s immersing 
three thousand: in one afternoon, make the immersion of the 
Pentecostal converts out of the question. This is the conclu- 
sion of the learned Dr. Edward Robinson, after an inquiry on 
the spot. In like manner, the Eunuch’s baptism may possibly 
have been by dipping, but was more probably by affusion; 
while the cases of Paul, Cornelius, and the jailer, were certainly 
in the latter mode. 
The odious ecclesiastical consequences of the Immer- 
sionist dogma should be pressed; because 
SR oa ei Un- they form a most potent and just argument 
against it. All parties are agreed, that bap- 
tism isthe initiatory rite which gives membership in the visible 
Church of Christ. The great commission was: Go ye, and 
disciple all nations, baptizing them into the Trinity. Baptism 
recognizes and constitutes the outward discipleship. Least of 
all, can any immersionist dispute this ground. Now, if all other 
forms of baptism than immersion are not only irregular, but null 
and void, all unimmersed persons are out of the visible Church. 
But if each and every member of a pzedobaptist visible Church 
is thus unchurched: of course the whole body is unchurched. 
All pedobaptist societies, then, are guilty of an intrusive error, 
when they pretend tothe character of a visible Church of Christ. 
Consequently, they can have no ministry; and this for several 
reasons. Surely no valid office can exist inan association whose 
claim to be an ecclesiastical commonwealth is utterly invalid. 
When the temple is non-existent, there can be no actual pillars 
to that temple. How can an unauthorized herd of unbaptized 
persons, to whom Christ concedes no church authority, confer 
any valid office? Again: it is preposterous that a man should 
receive and hold office in a commonwealth where he himself 
has no citizenship; but this unimmersed pzdobaptist minister, 
so-called, is no member of any visible Church. There are no 
real ministers in the world, except the Immersionist preachers! 
The pretensions of all others, therefore, to act as ministers, and 
to administer the sacraments, are sinful intrusions. It is hard 
to see how any intelligent and conscientious Immersionist can do 
any act, which countenances or sanctions this profane intrusion. 
They should not allow any weak inclinations of fraternity and 
peace to sway their consciences in this point of high principle. 
They are bound, then, not only to practise close communion, 
but to refuse all ministerial recognition and communion to these 
intruders. The sacraments cannot go beyond the pale of the 
visible Church. Hence, the same stern denunciations ought to 
-be hurled at the Lord’s Supper in pedobaptist societies, and at 
all their prayers and preachings in public, as at the iniquity of 


* 
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“baby-sprinkling.” The enlightened immersionist should treat all 
these societies, just as he does that ‘Synagogue of Satan,’ the 
Papal Church: there may be many guod, misguided believers in 
them; but nochurch character, ministry, nor sacraments whatever. 

But let the student now look at the enormity of this con- 
clusion. Here are bodies of ministers adorned by the Lord 
with as many gifts and graces as any Immersionists; actually 
doing the largest part of all that is done on earth, to win the 
world to its divine Master. Here are four-fifths of Protestant 
Christendom, exhibiting as many of the solid fruits of grace as 
any body of men in the world, doing nearly all that is done for 
man’s redemption, and sending up to heaven a constant harvest 
of ransomed souls. Yet are they not churches or ministers, at 
all: Why? Only because they have not used quite enough 
water in the outward form of an ordinance! What greater out- 
rage on common sense, Christian charity, and the spirituality of 
Christ’s visible Church was ever committed by the bigotry of 
prelacy or popery? The just mind replies to such a dogma, 
not only with afirm negative, but with the righteous indignation 
of an “ducredulus odt.’ When we remember, that this ex- 
treme high-churchism is enacted bya sect, which calls itself em- 
inently spiritual, free and Protestant, the solecism becomes more 


repulsive. Only a part of the Immersionists have the nerve to 


assert this consequence. But their dogma involves it; and it is 
justly pressed on all. 

Your acquaintance with Church history has taught you the 
tenour of the usual representations of the an- 
tiquaries,; touching the mode of baptism in 
the patristic Churches. The usual version is, that in the second 
and third centuries the commonest mode of baptism was by a 


13. Patristic Modes. 


trine immersion, accompanied with a number of superstitious 


rites, of crossing, anointing, laying on hands, tasting honey and 
salt, clothing in a white garment, exorcism, &c. There are sev- 
eral reasons why we do not consider this testimony of any 
importance. 

First, the New Testament. mode was evidently different, 
most cases at least; and we do not feel bound by mere aes 
authority (even though within a hundred and fifty years of the 
Apostles; a lapse of time within which great apostasies have 
often been matured). Second, we do not see how Immersion- 
ists can consistently claim this patristic precedent for dipping, as 
of authority, and refuse authority to all their other precedents for 
the human fooleries which so uniformly attended their baptisms. 
And farther, the many other corruptions of doctrine and gov- 
ernment which were at the same time spread in the Church, prove 
the fathers to be wretched examples of the New Testament. re- 
ligion. Third, the usage was not as uniformly by immersion, 
as the antiquaries usually say. Thus, Cyprian teaches us (among 
many others) that clinic baptism was usually by pouring or 
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sprinkling, in the third century; yet it was never regarded as 
therefore less valid; and that father speaks, with a tone nigh 
akin to contempt of the notion that its: virtue was any less, be- 
cause less water was used. Again, Dr. Robinson teaches us, 
that the early baptisms could not have uniformly been by im- 
mersion; because some baptismal urns of stone are still pre- 
served, entirely too small to receive the applicant’s whole per- 
son. And several monumental remains of great authenticity 
and antiquity show us baptisms actually by affusion, as that of 
the Emperor Constantine. Again, Mr. Taylor, in his Apostolic 
baptism, shows us very strong reasons to believe that the im- 
mersion of the whole body was not the sacrament of baptism, 
but a human addition and preliminary thereto. For instance, 
the connection of deaconesses with the baptizing of women, 
mentioned by not a few, is thus explained: That an immersion 
and actual washing zz puris naturalibus, being supposed essential 
before baptism; the young women to be baptized were taken 
into the part of the baptistery where the pool was, and there, with 
closed doors, washed by the deaconesses ; for no male clergyman 
could assist here, compatibly with decency. And that after this, 
the candidates, dressed in their white garments, were presented 
to the presbyter, at the door of the Church, and received: the 
actual baptism, by affusion, from him. This view of the dis- 
tinction between the washing and the sacrament is also sup- 
ported by what modern travelers observe, concerning the rite 
among some of the old, petrified, Oriential Churches. 

These remarks are designed not fora full discussion: but 
to suggest the topics for your examination. . 

In conclusion of the subject of the Mode of Baptism, 
let us review the positions successively estab- 
lished in a somewhat complicated discussion. 

I. Having pointed out the superior importance of Hebraistic 
Greek usage, over the Classic, in determining this question, we 
separate the usage of the family of words expressing baptism 
into two questions; their meaning when expressive of common, 
secular washings, in either Classic or Hebraistic Greek, and their 
meaning when expressive of religious, or ritual washings. 

II. We show that all common words applied to describe re- 
ligious rituals, zAso facto, undergo some modification of signifi- 
cation. And hence, even if it could be shown that the family 
of words always mean nothing but dip, in common secular wash- 
ings, it would not be therefore proved of baptism. But 

III. The family of words do not always mean exclusive 
dipping, either in Classic or Hebraistic Greek, when expressive 
of common washings. 

IV. Nor do they mean exclusive dipping, when applied to 
describe religious rituals other than the sacrament of Baptism, 
either inthe Old Testament Greek, or in Aa bs or in the 
New Testament. 


Recapitulation. 
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V. Nor, to come still nearer, is its proper sacramental 
meaning in the New Testament exclusive dipping ; as we prove, 
by its symbolical meaning: From the analogy of figurative 
baptisms: From the actual attendant circumstances of the in- 
stances of the sacrament in the New Testament; And from the 
absurd ‘consequences of the dogma. I commend Fairchild on 
Baptism, as a manual of this discussion remarkably compact, 
perspicuous, and comprehensive. I regard it as eminently 
adapted to circulation among our pastoral charges. 


LECTURE LXV. 
SUBJECTS OF BAPTISM. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. Who are proper subjects of Christian Baptism, and on what terms ? 
Jo. Edwards. Qualific. forCommunion. Mason on the Church, Essay i and 
v. Neander. Ch. Hist. on the Novatian and Donatist Schisms. 
2. Meet the objection, that the nature of Baptism renders it necessarily inappro- 
priate to infants, because they cannot believe. Review of Th. Ernest. 
Dr. L. Woods’ Lect. 111, 117, or Woods- on Infant Baptism. Fairchild on 
Baptism. Armstrong on Baptism, pt. ili, ch. 3, Ridgley, Qu. 165. Note. 
Calv. bk. iv, ch. 16. 
3. Argue infant-baptism from infant church-membership. . 
Mason on the Church, Essays ii, iv. Woods’ Lect. t11, 112. Armstrong, pt. 
iii, ch. 4, 5. Calvin, bk. iv, ch. 16. Turrettin, Loc. xix, Qu. 20. Ridgley, 
u. 166. 
is What would have been the natural objections raised by the Jews, to Christianity 
had it excluded infants ? 
Mason on the Church, Essay v. 
5. State the argument for infant-baptism from the Great Commission. Matt. 


Xxvill : 19, 20; Mark xvi:15,16; Luke xxiv: 47, &c. 


Armstrong, pt. ill, chs. 2, 6. Woods’ Lect. 113, &c. See on whole, Rev. of 
Theo. Ernest, chs. 4-6. 


LL adults who make an intelligent and credible profession 

of faith on Jesus Christ are to be baptized on their own 

Se application; and no other adults. The evi- 

eh EK, eatin: | Adults dence of the last assertion is in Acts ii: 41, 

475 *%2.47, with x12 15, 10, andy 12,:27: 

The genuineness of the last text is indeed grievously questioned 

by the critical editors, except Knapp ; but even if spurious, its 

early and general introduction gives us an information of the 

clear conviction of the Church on this subject. Last: the 

truths signified by baptism, are such that it is obviously inap- 

propriate to all adults but those who are true believers, in the 
judgment of charity. _ 

We add that baptism is also to be administered to “the 

infants of one or both believing parents,” 

ooh ie May (Conf. 28, § 4). The great question here 

raised will be the main subject of this and a 


778 "SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


subsequent lecture. But a related question is still agitated 
among Pzdobaptists themselves, whether one or both of the 
parents must-be believers, or only decent baptized members of 
the Church. Papists baptize the children of all- baptized per- 
sons, and Episcopalians, Methodists, and not a few of the Pres- 
byterian family of Churches, baptize those of all decent bap- 
tized persons. They plead the Church-membership of the 
parents, the example of the Jewish Church as to circumcision, 
and a kindly, liberal policy as to parents and infants. We 
object: first the express language of our Standards, Conf. of 

Faith xxviii: 4; Larger Cat. Qu, 166. “Infants of one or both 
believing parents,” *‘ professing faith in Christ, and obedience to 
Him.” Second: The language of 1 Cor. vii : 14, where it is not 
the baptized, but the “believing’’ parent, who sanctifies the 
unbelieving. Third: Those baptized, but unbelieving parents 
are Church members, subject to its guardianship and discipline ; 
but they are not full members. They are ecclesiastical minors, 
cut off by their own guilty lack of spiritual qualification from 
all the spiritual privileges, and sealing ordinances. Fourth: 
Chiefly because it is preposterous that those who make no con- 
secration of their own souls to Christ, and do not pretend to 
govern themselves by His laws, should profess to consecrate 
the souls of their children, and rear them to God. If then, it 
be urged that the children ought not to be deprived of their 
ecclesiastial privilege, because of the impenitence of the par- 
ents; I reply. Perfectly true: There is a great and cruel wrong 
committed on the little ones. But it is their own parents who 
commit it: not the Church authorities. They cannot repair 
that wrong, by giving them the shell of a sacrament which their 
parents’ unbelief makes perfectly empty. This is no remedy; 
and it only violates Scripture, and introduces disorder. This 
will be greatly strengthened, when we show that Infant Baptism 
is a Sacrament to the parents also. 

Under the old Covenant the children of all circumcised 
persons were circumcised? True. But St. Paul has changed 
it; because, as we surmise, ours is a more spiritual dispensation, 
no State-Church separation exists from the world: and all un- 
believers are spiritually “aliens.” 

Under the Jewish Church the children of mixed marriages 
were out of the Church, until they came in through the gate of 
proselytism. Neh. xiii: 23-28. But under the New Testa- 
ment, if one parent is a credible believer, the child is within the 
Covenant. Our grounds are 1 Cor. vii: 14, and the circum- 
cision and baptism of Timothy. Acts xvi: 3. 

Before we proceed to the main point of debate, it will be 

2, Immersionists Well to remove out of the way the objection 
Object ; Infants Can- on which Immersionists place the main reli- 
not. Relene- ance. They urge that since infants cannot 
exercise the graces signified and sealed in baptism, (See Cate- 
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chist:, Qu. 94), it is useless and preposterous to administer it to 
babies. Take, say they, Mark xvi: 15, 16, asa specimen of 
the many passages in which it is categorically said, or clearly 
implied, that one must believe, before it is proper to baptize 
him. Hence the administration of the rite to infants is a prac- 
tical falsehood, and if unauthorized by God, even profane. 
What, they ask, can all your inferential arguments for infant 
Church-membership be worth, when the express words of Scrip 
ture prove that infants cannot have the necessary qnalifications 
for baptism ? 
We reply, this plausible statement proceeds on the usual 
fallacy of taking the speaker’s wogds in a 
sense in which he did not mean them to be 
applied. In Mark xvi: 16, for instance, Christ was not speaking 
either of the terms of infant salvation, or of the terms on which 
they could become Church-members. Let the reader remem- 
ber that the temporary commission to the apostles and seventy 
(Matt. x: 5) had already made them familiar with the fact that 
Christ’s dispensation was to be preached to Jews. But now, in 
Mark xvi: 15, it is extended “to all the world,” and to “‘ every 
creature.’ These were the features of the new commission 
prominent to our Saviour’s mind, and the disciples’ attention. 
The terms on which Jewish families should be admitted were 
already familiar. The question was, how shall those be ad- 
mitted who are now aliens? Why; on their faith. The evi- 
dence that infants were not here intended to be excluded from 
baptism by our Saviour’s scope is absolutely demonstrative : for 
the Immersionist interpretation would equally make the pas- 
sage prove that infants can neither be baptized, nor be saved, 
because they are incapable of faith; and it would equally make 
it prove that the salvation of infantis is dependent on their bap- 
tism ! . We may find many other illustrations of the absurdity 
of such interpretations ; as, for instance, in 2 Thess. tli: 10: “If 
any one (e tec) will not work, neither shall he eat.” A similar 
reasoning would prove that infants should be starved. 
Further: it does not follow that because infants cannot 
Infants Can be in CXercise intelligent graces,-therefore there.is 
the Covenant, so May no sense nor reason in administering to them 
Ate Se sacraments significant thereof. Infants are 
capable of redemption. Glorious truth! Why, then, should it 
appear a thing incredible that they should partake of the sac- 
raments of redemption? Baptism signifies God’s covenant 
with souls, as well as their covenant with Him. Can there be 
no meaning in a pledge of God’s covenant-favour applied to an 
infant, because the infant does not yet apprehend it? No sense 
at all; because it has no sense to him? Strange reasoning! 
But human suppositions area bad test of what God may or may 
‘not think reasonable. To the: Word and the Testimony! 
There we find two cases in which religious ordinances were 
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applied to “unconscious babies.” In Matt. xix:14, Mark 
x: 14; Luke xviii: 16, our Saviour took up little children (8oé¢¢7) 
into His arms, and blessed them, because they were Church 
members. Did they comprehend the blessing? The other 
case is that of circumcision, and itis peculiarly strong, because it 
was emblematic of the same spiritual exercises and graces, now 
signified by baptism. See Rom. ti: 28, 29; iv: 11; Col. ii: 11; 
Deut. xxx :65ix: 16; Phil, 11:3. Yet circumcision was, by God’s 
command, applied to all the infant males of God’s people! Let 
the Immersionist, therefore, go and turnall the confident denun- 
ciation of “ baby-sprinkling,” against this parallel ordinance of 
God. We entrench ourselves behind it. 
Once more: So far as the child himself is concerned, 
Hay SN asia 5 there is no absurdity in giving him the seal 
flee tie Parties. in advance of his fulfillment of the con- 
ditions. Are not seals often appended to 
promissory covenants? Yea, every covenant is in its nature 
promissory, including something to, be done, as a condition of 
the bestowment. This is so of adult baptism. But, they say, 
the adult can be a party; infants not. I answer: parents are, 
and the efficacy of the parental relation, properly sanctified, is 
regular enough to justify this arrangement. Where, then, is 
the practical objection, so far as the infant’s own subsequent 
edification is concerned, of his receiving the seal beforehand, 
so that he may ever after have the knowledge of that fact, 
with all its solemn meaning, and see it re-enacted in every 
infant baptism he afterward witnesses? But, above all, remem- 
ber that the infant is not the only party, on man’s side, to the 
sacrament. Infant baptism is a sacrament to the parent, as 
well as the child. It consecrates the relation of filiation, or 
parentage, and thus touches both the parties to the relation 
equally. The parent has momentous duties to perform, for 
God’s glory; and momentous religious responsibilities, as to 
the soul of the child, which duties are also represented and 
pledged in this sacrament, as well as God’s promised aid and 
blessing in their performance. Infant baptism is a sacrament 
to the parent as much as to the child. Now, whatever of warn- 
ing, instruction, comfort, edification, the sacrament was intended 
to convey to the parent, to fit him better for his charge as the 
educator of the child for eternity: when should the parent 
receive that equipment? When does the moral education of 
the infant’s soul begin? It begins just so soon as the forma- 
tion of habit begins; so soon as petulance, anger, selfishness, 
can be exhibited by an infant; so soon as it can apprehend the 
light of a mother’s smile beaming upon it as it hangs upon her 
breast; as soon as it can know to tremble at her frown. Here, 
then, is the great practical reason, which makes God’s wisdom 
clear even to man’s reason, in instituting the seal of Church 
membership at the dawn of life. | 
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We proceed now to advance the positive evidences for 
Satan’ erm infant baptism. Of these, the most solid 
Inlant Membership in and comprehensive is that from infant 
Old Testament and Church-membership in the New Testament 
We. / Major Eramss: Ghursch., The),major:-prem f cu- 
jor premise of our argu 
ment is, that baptism is, in all cases, the proper rite by which to 
recognize membership in the visible Church. The minor pre- 
mise is, the infants of believing parents are members of the 
visible Church of Christ. Hence, the conclusion: such infants 
are proper subjects of baptism. 

On the major premise there will probably be little dispute 
between us and Immersionists. In the great commigsion, we 
are taught that discipleship is formally constituted by: baptism 
(Matt. xxviii: 19). In Acts ii : 41, language is used which 
plainly shows that the baptism of the three thousand was 
equivalent to their being added to the Church. In 1 Cor. xii: 
13, the spiritual engrafting of true believers by the Holy Ghost 


- into the spiritual body of Christ, the invisible Church, is called 


a baptism; in evident allusion to the effect of that rite in intro- 

ducing to the visible Church. 
The minor premise leads us to consider the origin and 
constitution of the Church. Having found 


Minor Premise. jn the Old Testament a visible Church- 
Church Formed Under 


Abraham. State, called np and |", and character- 
T er es 


ized by every mark of a Church, we trace that society up the 
stream of sacred history, until we find its institution (or re-insti- 
tution) in the family of Abraham, and in that gospel and eccle- 
siastical covenant ratified with him in Genesis, ch. xvii. The 
patriarchal form was most naturally superinduced on this 
Church then; because it was the only organized form, with 
which man had hitherto been familiar, and the-one best suited 
to that state of the world. The society there organized was 
set apart to the service and worship of God. It was organized 
under ecclesiastical rulers. It had the Word and gospel of 
God. It had its sacrament and other sacred rites. No one 
will dispute the continuity of this society under Moses and his 
successors; for the covenant of Horeb manifestly developed, 
it did not destroy, the body. 

But can the same thing be said of the visible Church cath- 
olic which has existed since Christ, under the 
organization given it by the Apostles? The 
Reformed Churches answer, Yes. -This is 
substantially the same with the Church of the Old Testament. 
The change of dispensation is the change of outward form, not 
of its substance or nature. This is proved. (a) By the fact 
that the repeal of God’s Church-covenant with Abraham and ~ 
his family is nowhere stated. The abrogation of the Mosaic 
economy does not destroy the old body, because that economy 


The~ Same Under 
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did not introduce it. The law, which was four hundred and 
thirty years after, could not disannul the covenant made with 
Abraham. Gal. ili: 17. 
(a) The Apostles and Christ, by their acts and sayings, 
feat vases ede recognize the existence of a visible Church, 
not Destroy it ~Which they do not abolish, but reform, and 
7 increase. Observe in how many instances 
particular churches were but synagogues Christianized. Con- 
sider also, how those traits of order and ritual which are dis- 
tinctive of the new dispensation, were made to overlap those 
which marked the old. The substitution of the former for the 
latter was gradual. St. Paul observed the passover after he 
began to keep the Lord’s Supper; he circumcised Timothy 
after he began to baptize Gentiles. There is no sudden cutting 
off of the old, but a gradual “splicing” of the new on it. 
(b) The Apostle expressly teaches that Gentile converts, 
; 4’. coming’ to: Christ= by faith, are’ under the 
OOP otis io terbrek Ofeehae Abrahamic covenant. There--° 
fore that covenant is not abolished. They are “the seed;” 
they are the “children of Abraham.” They are “the true 
Israel.” Rom: iv’; 42-175 Matt. iii 79; Gal. ii } 7) Siindecd, 
the ‘seed,’ to whom the promises were made, never was, at 
any time, strictly coincident with the lineal descendants of 
Abraham. Ishmael, Keturah’s children, Esau, though circum- 
cised, were no part of it. Every heathen proselyte was. See 
Gen. xvii: 12,13; Exod. xii: 48; Deut. xxiii: 8. . Gentiles were 
always, as truly (not as numerously) as now, a part of this seed. 
(c) The correlative promises that “all nations should be 
Promises to it Only blessed in Abraham,” and that he should be 
Fulfilled Under New “Father of many nations,” were only ful- 
destanient. filled as the Gentiles were made members of 
the Abrahamic-body. See Rom. iv: 16,17. It cannot be said 
that Abraham’s paternity of the twelve tribes exhausted that 
promise, for Israel was but one nation. If, then, the Abra- 
hamic Church expired before the Gentiles were brought in, this 
promise was never fulfilled. It will not help the cause to say 
that Abraham was father of these believers, in the sense of 
being their first exemplar. He was not. Noah, Enoch, Abel, 
probably Adam, were before him. The relationship is that of 
the head and founder of an organization, to the subsequent 
members of it. Nor will it be said, that the Gentiles becoming 
“Abraham’s seed” only means their admission into the invisi- 
ble Church, into which Abraham’s faith admitted him. This is, 
indeed, a higher sequel to the privilege, as to all true believers, 
but not the whole of it. We have proved that the covenant 
was not purely spiritual, but also an ecclesiastical, visible 
Church covenant. Therefore the seed, or children of the cov- 
enant (see Acts iii: 25) are also thereby brought into the visi- 
ble Church relationship. | 
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(d) The number of Old Testament promises to the visible 
Church, some of which were unfulfilled at the end of the old’ 
dispensation, must imply that the community is still in exist- 
ence to receive their fulfillment. Otherwise God has failed. 
weepenen, [sav ii 2.19 3cliv): 1—Syesele x 4-23) (Bei gi.3.6,. 8. 4d 
cannot be said that the invisible Church is the sole object of 
these promises. 

(e) Last! The figure of Rom. xi: 17 to 24, plainly implies 
that the Old Testament visible Church is 
continued under the new dispensation. The 
good olive tree was not uprooted, but pruned, and new 
branches grafted in. And at last, the exscinded branches are 
to be regrafted “into their own olive tree.” The argument is 
too clear and strong to need many words. 

Thus, our minor premise is established. The ecclesias- 

Infe@euce. Con- tical covenant made. with Abraham. still 
firmed by all Provi- subsists unrepealed, and all Christians are 
Be, brought under it. As children were members ' 
of that covenant, the inference is irresistible that they are 
members still, unless their positive exclusion can be pointed 
out in the New Testament. This inference is also greatly for- 
tified, by showing that all God's general dispensations toward 
the human family have embraced the children along with the 
parents. In the Covenant of Works with Adam: in the curse 
Tor its breach: in the covenant with Noah: in the curse on 
Sodom: in the doom of the Canaanites and Amelekites: in 
the constitution of society and course of Providence in all 
ages: in the political;commonwealths ordained by Him: in all 
these, the infant children go with the parents. Were the visi- 
ble Church different, it would be a strange anomaly. 

Again: Malachi tells us (ii: 15) that God’s object in con- 
stituting the marriage relation and family as it is, was. “to seek 
a godly seed ;” i. e., to provide for the Christian rearing of the 
offspring. Now, this is the Church’s object. Would it not be 
strange if the visible Church failed to embrace and consecrate 
the family institution as a subdivision of itself? Third: The 
affection, authority, and influence of parents are so unique, that 
when we properly consider them, it seems incredible God would 
have omitted them as parts of His Church instrumentalities, 
subject to the sanctifying rules of His house. Parental love is 
the strongest of the instinctive affections, and the most god- 
like in its permanence, forbearance, and disinterestedness. Pa- 
rental authority is the most remarkable and absolute one dele- 
gated by God to man over his fellow man. Consider: it author- 
izes the parent to govern the child for a fourth of his life as a 
slave; to decide virtually his intelligence, culture, and social 
destiny, and even to elect for him a character and religious 
creed; thus seeming almost to infringe the inalienable responsi- 
bilities and liberties of the immortal soul! And last: the 
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parental influence is so efficacious, especially in things moral 
and religious, that it does more than all others to decide the 
child's everlasting fate. Can it be that God would omit such a 
lever as this, in constructing His Church, as the organism for 
man’s moral and religious welfare? Fourth: The Church-mem- 
bership of children seems to be implied in that duty which all 
right-minded Christians instinctively exercise, of caring for the 
welfare and salvation of the children of the brotherhood. Fifth: It 
follows from the declared identity of circumcision and baptism, 
and from many express Scriptures. See Col. ii: 11,12, 13; Matt. 
RIX! P3-15 s, Acts iit 38) Bon -Cenr, evil tae Tie ae 
‘membership of infants having been thus established, the pro- 
priety of their baptism follows. Indeed, immersionists virtually 
‘admit that if the second premise is true, the conclusion must 
follow, by denying the Church-membership of infants under the 
New Testament. | 
Many evasions of this argument are attempted. Immer- 

Visible Church in Ola Sionists deny that there was any visible 
Testament Denied by Church-State appointed for saints in ‘the 
» Amnnmetsionists: Answer. Old. Testament |) si hiscis) a) striking warcame 
once a mournful, proof of the stringency of my argument, that 
a body of evangelical Christians claiming especial scriptural- 
ness and orthodoxy, should be forced, in resisting it, to adopt 
one of the most monstrous assertions of those flagrant heretics 
and fanatics, the Anabaptists and Socinians. You have only to 
notice how expressly it contradicts the Scriptures, Acts vii : 38; 
Rom. xi: 24; Heb. iii: 5,6: How it defies the plainest facts 
of the Old Testament history, which shows us God giving His 
people every possible feature of a visible Church-State ; gospel, 
ministry, sacraments, other ordinances, Sabbath, discipline, 
sanctuaries, &c.: How utterly it confounds all relations between 
the old and new dispensations: And how preposterously it 
represents Christ’s own personal life, observances, and obedi- 
ence, including especially His baptism by John, an Old Testa- 
ment prophet, administering his rite in this Old Testament No- 
Church; which rite is, according to immersionists, still the 
Christian sacrament ! 

Some of them assert that the argument, if good for any- 

Objected that the thing, would equally make all adult unbeliev- 
Argument Proves Too ing children of believing parents, and all un- 
PROCH Beem ever: believing domestic slaves, Church members. 
Is no force to be allowed to the passing away of the patri- 
archal state, with the almost absolute authority of the father? 
None to the growing spirituality of the New Covenant? None 
to the express change in these features by apostolic authority, 
as is manifested in their precedents? Still, all that could be 
made of this argument would be to prove, not that the reason- 
ing of Pedobaptists is unsound, but that their conduct may be 
inconsistent. | 


—-- 
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Sometimes it is objected that if infants were really made 
members of the visible Church, then, as they grow up, they 
must be admitted, without question, to all the privileges of 
membership, to suffrage, to office, tothe Lord’s supper. I reply 
that there is no commonwealth on earth, where mere citizenship 
entitles to all the higher franchises. In the State, all citizens 
are entitled to protection, and subject to jurisdiction. But all 
cannot vote and bear office. Christ's ecclesiastical common- 
wealth is a school, a place for teaching and training. To bea 
member of the school does not at once imply that one must 
share all its powers and privileges. The scholars are promoted 
according to their qualifications. 

It is objected by some: If Peter and his brethren were 

x in the visible Church, how comes it that 
MeO Christ says to them: “I have chosen. you 
out ofthe world.?” moixves'1oc-- Danswer': 
Cannot that which is worldly, in the true sense, be in the visible 
Church? The objection begs the question. The very point in 
debate is, whether the Anabaptist definition of the visible 
Church, as a body containing only regenerate persons, is 
true. The Bible says that it is not: that Peter was yet 
worldly, while regularly in the visible Church, and was, out 
of that state chosen by Christ to the apostleship, and to 
effectual calling. 

One more objection may be noted: If the visible Church 
of the Old and New Testaments is one, then 
circumcision and baptism are alike the initia- 
tory rites.. How came it then, that Jews, 
already regularly in it, were re-admitted by baptism? I reply 
first. It is not so certain that they were. Note, that we do not 
believe John’s baptism to have been the Christian sacrament. 
But who can prove that the Twelve, and the Seventy were ever 
baptized again? As for the Jews after Pentecost, who certainly 
did receive Christian baptism, they were now, (after Christ’s 
definite rejection, crucifixion, and ascension) “broken off for 
their unbelief ;’’ and needed re-admittance on their repentance. 
But second, where is the anomaly of re-administering the initia- 
tory rite to members already in the Society, at the season of 
the marked change of outward form, when it was receiving a 
large class of new members? I see nothing strange in the fact, 
that the old citizens took their oath of allegiance over again, 
along with the new. | 

Immersionists delight to urge, that as baptism is a positive 
institution, no Protestant should administer 
it to infants, because the New Testament 
contains no explicit warrant for doing so. 
I shall show that the tables can be turned on this point. 

When a society undergoes important modifications, its sub- 


Why were Jews Bap- 
tized if in the Church ? 


4. No New Testament 
Warrant Required. 
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é stantial identity yet remaining, the fair pre- 
Pie Aimy las °" sumption is, that all those things are intended 
to remain unchanged, about the change of 
which nothing is said. We may illustrate from citizenship in a 
Commonwealth, changing its constitution. So, if there were 
not one word in all the New Testament, indicating the continu- 
ance of infant Church-membership, the silence of Scripture 
constitutes no disproof; and the burden of proof would rest on 
the Immersionist. And this burden he would have to assume 
against every antecedent probability. True, the cessation of 
the Mosaic dispensation was accompanied with great changes ; 
but infant membership and circumcision never were merely 
Mosaic. We may say of them, as of the Covenant to which 
they belonged, as St. Paul says in Gal. ii: 17. All that was 
typical, passed away, because of the coming of the Antitype: 
- circumcision and infant membership never were types. Again, 
infant membership was esteemed by Jews a privilege. We 
understand that the new dispensation is an extension of the old 
one, more liberal in its provisions, and its grace: and embracing 
the whole human family. It would be a strange thing indeed, 
if this era of new liberality and breadth were the occasion for 
a new and vast restriction, excluding a large class of the human 
family, in whom the pious heart is most tenderly interested. 
Consider this in the light of the Apostle’s language: e. g., in 
Rom. xi: 20; Acts ili: 23. In these and similar passages, the 
Jews are warned that unbelief of Christ, the great closing 
Prophet of the line, (like resistance of previous Theocratic Mes- 
sengers,) will be accompanied with loss of their church member- 
ship. According to Immersionists, the meaning of this warning 
would be: “ Oh, Jew; if you believe not on Jesus Christ, you 
(and your children) forfeit your much valued visible Church 
membership. But if you believe on Him, then your innocent 
children shall be punished for your obedience, by losing their 
privileges!” 
Further, no Immersionist is consistent, in demanding an 
What New Testament CXpress New Testament warrant in words, 
Warrant for Close Com- for all his ordinances. There is not an intelli- 
munion, &c. gent Protestant in the world, who does not 
hold that what follows from the express Word, “ by good and 
necessary consequence,” is. binding, as well as the Word itself. 
What other warrant have Immersionists for observing the 
Lord’s day as a Christian Sabbath, and neglecting the seventh 
day? What warrant for admitting females to the’ Lord's 
table? What warrant for their favourite usage of strict commu- 
nion? This, pre-eminently, is only a deduction. 
The presumption against the Immersionist is greatly 
No Clamour, suchas Strengthened again, in my view, by the ex- 
Must have Arisen atEx- treme improbability, that the sweeping revo- 
clusion of Tnfants. lution against infant Church membership .- 
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could have been established by the Apostles, without some 
such clamour as would have been mentioned in the New Testa- 
ment. We must remember that all Hebrews greatly prized 
their ecclesiastical birth. See Matt. tii: 9; Jno. viii : 33. _To 
be cut off from among his people, was to the Jew, a shameful 
and dreaded degradation. The uncircumcised was a dog to 
him, unclean and despised. We have evidence enough that the 
believing Hebrews shared these feelings. Hence, when we saw 
that even believers among them were so suspicious, and the 
unbelievers full of rampant jealousy, and eager to object and 
revile the Nazarenes, how is it possible that this great abro- 
gation of privilege could be established, while we hear none of 
that clamour which, the New Testament tells us, was provoked 
by the cessation of sacrifice, purifications, and circumcision ? 

But the Immersionist may rejoin: sucha clamour may have 

existed, and it may be omitted in the sacred 
Peas Such Clamour history, because the history is brief, and the 

purposes of inspiration may not have re- 
quired its notice. One is not entitled to argue from the absence 
of proof. De omni ignoto quast de non extstentibus. 

I reply : we are not arguing herein from the mere absence 
of proof; for we give high probable evidence to show that if 
the fact had ever occurred, the traces of it must have been pre- 
served. First: Not only is there a dead silence in the brief 
narrative of Scripture concerning any objection of Jews, such 
as must have been made had infant membership been abro- 
gated; but there seems to be an equal silence in the Rabbinical 
literature against Christianity, and in the voluminous polemical 
works, from the days of Justin Martyr—adversus Tryphonem, 
down. Second: The objections, restiveness, and attacks grow- 
ing out of the revolutionizing of other things, less important 
than infant membership, required and received full notice in the 
New Testament. Look for instance, at the Epistle to the He- 
brews, written practically with this main object; to obviate the 
restiveness and tendency to revolt produced among Jewish 
Christians, by the abrogation of cherished customs. The main 
line of argument is to show that these innovations are justifiable, 
and scriptural; yet there is not one word to excuse this momen- 
tous innovation against infant membership! Third: The 
sacred narrative in “Acts xvth approaches so near the topic of 
this innovation, that it is simply incredible an allusion to it 
should have been avoided, had the revolution been attempted. 
The question which agitated the whole Christian community to 
its core was: shall Gentile converts, entering the Church under 


the new dispensation, be required to be circumcised, and keep 


the ceremonial law? The very arguments by which this ques- 
tion was debated are given. Now, how inevitable would it 
have been, had the change in membership been made, which 
the Immersionist supposes, to say: ‘‘ Whether you circumcise 
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adult Gentile converts, or not; you cannot circumcise their 
children; because Jewish children and Gentile, are no longer 
admitted with their parents.” But there is no whisper of this 
point raised. I cannot believe the innovation had been attempted. 
But if it had not been made at that stage, it was never made at 
all by divine authority ; for the Immersionist professes to find it 
in Christ’s commission at His ascension. 

Peedobaptist writers are accustomed to attach importance 
to that great Commission. See Matt. xxviii: 
19, 20; Mark xvi: 15, 16; Luke xxiv: 47— 
49. As we have already considered the 
supposed evidence for exclusive believer's baptism in Mark xvi: 
16, we may take the language of Matthew as most explicit and 
full, of the three places. We consider that the Apostles would 
naturally have understood such a commission to include infants, 
for the following reasons: 

The first thing told them is to go, and “teach” more prop- 
erly, “disciple” (wadyrevoare) all nations. Here, says the Im- 
mersionist, is strong evidence that only believer's baptism is 
enjoined, because they are to be taught first, and then baptized ; 
whereas infants cannot be taught. The argument is unfortu- 
nately founded only on a failure to examine the original. For 
this turns it against the Immersionist. The term “ disciple,” is 
eminently appropriate to the conception of a school of Christ, 
which is one of the Bible conceptions of the Church. See Gen. 
xviii +19 5° Deut) oie 75 tis 293, &es el he pyoungwonildy as 
entered or enrolled at this school, before his religious education 
begins, in order that he may learn afterwards. Matt. xxvili: 20. 

Second: what would a mind free from immersionist pre- 
conceptions naturally understand by the command to “ disciple 
all nations ?”’ Does not this include the infant children, asa 
part thereof? But we must remember, that the minds of the 
disciples were not only free from these prejudices, but accus- 
tomed to the Church-membership of infants. They had known 
nothing else but a Church-State in which the children went along 
with their parents. It seems then, that they would almost inevi- 
tably understand such a command, as including the authority to 
baptize infants, unless instructed to the contrary. Nor is this 
all: these disciples were accustomed to see cases of disciple- 
ship to Judaism occurring from time to time. Proselytes were 
not, amnusual See (Maths 2 xiienny Acta vices Sonia es te 
43, and the uniform custom was to circumcise the children and 
receive them into the Jewish community, on the profession of 
the father. So that, if we set aside for the present, the question © 
whether proselyte baptism was as yet practiced, it is clear the 
Apostles must be led by all they had been accustomed to wit- 
ness, to suppose that their converts were to bring in their chil- 
dren along with them; unless the notion were contradicted by 
Christ. Where is the contradiction of it? | 


5. Great Commission 
Implies Peedo-Baptism. 
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LECTURE LXVI. 
SUBJECTS OF BAPTISM.—Concluded. 


SYLLABUS. 
6. What weight is to be attached to the prevalence of Proselyte Baptism among 
the Jews, as evidence for infant baptism ? 

See Dr. L. Woods’ Lect. 112. Knapp’s Christian Theol. 3 138. Wall’s Hist. 

Infant Bap. Jahn’s Archeology, 3 325. 

7. State the argument for infant baptism from the baptism of houses. 

Armstrong, pt. iii, ch. 8. Dr. Woods’ Lect. 114. Taylor’s Apostol, Bap: 

pp: 28 to 68. 

8. Argue infant baptism from the titles and treatment addressed to Christian chil- 
dren in the New Testament. 

See Armstrong, pt. iil, ch. 7. Woods’ Lect. 115, pt. i. Taylor, Apost. Bapt. 

pp- 100-112. 

g. What historical evidence can be given for the prevalence of infant baptism 
from the Apostles’ days downward ? 

Woods’ Lect. 116. Coleman, Ancient Christianity Exemplified, ch. 19, 2 6. 

Bingham’s Origines Sacre. Wall’s Hist. Inf. Bap. 

to. Refute the objection that infant baptism corrupts the spirituality of the 
Church by introducing unsanctified members. 

Woods Lect. 117. Mason on the Church, Essays 6 and 7. 

11. What the relations of baptized children to the Church, and what the practical 
benefits thereof? 

Drs. Woods’ and Mason, as above. So. Presbn. Rev. April 1859. 
ig has been fashionable of late years for learned Pedobaptists ° 

(e. g., Dr. J. A. Alexander) to doubt whether the Jews prac- 
6. Arcument from ticed proselyte family baptism as early as the 
Proselyte Baptism of Christian era; because, they say, it was first 
Jews. asserted in the Talmud (of 6th century) and 
these writers are unscrupulous. I see not why we may not in 
this case believe, because they are supported thus: (see Dr. 
Woods). They uniformly assert the antiquity of the usage. 
The usage is naturally deducible from Levitical purifications. 
It accounts for John’s baptism being received with such facility, 
while neither in the New Testament, nor in Josephus, is any 
surprise expressed at his baptizing as anovelty. Jews certainly 
did practise proselyte baptism at a later day, and it can hardly 
be supposed that they borrowed it from the hated Christians. 
If they even did, it proves a prevalence of usage before they 
borrowed. Last: it does not seem very likely that such a pre- 
tence, if first invented in the Talmud, would have escaped 
denial by some earlier Christian or Jewish Christian. 

Now, if apostles were accustomed to see families baptized 
into Judaism, it was very likely that they would understand the 
command to go and proselyte all peoples to Christianity and 
baptize them, as including whote families. 

Had the English version been accurate in the employment 
of the words house ozog household ocza, 
our argument on this point would appear in 


it more just. According to the definition of 
789 


7. Argnment From 
Baptism of Houses. 
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Aristotle, and well-defined classic and Hebraistic usage, the 
word ozog means literally, the apartments inhabited by the 
parents and children, and o?xa, literally, the curtilage. Figu- 
ratively, the former, the family; the latter, the houshold. And 
the idea which constitutes the former a house is lineage. It is 
by birth of infants the house is built up; so that the word may 
more naturally mean young children distingtished from parents 
than vzce versa. A house is a cluster of one lineage, receiving 
accretion by birth and growth of children. So that when it is 
said in the New Testament that the oxog was baptized (never 
the oxa), the presence of children is forcibly implied. This 
distinction in usage is always carefully observed in the New 
Testament as to the figurative sense of the two words, often as 
to the literal... E: g:, Acts xvi:.31-34 (Greek)e a sGorniuigiap. 
with xvi:15; Phil. iv: 22. The argument is miserably ob- 
scured in the English version. Now, while some eight Chris- 
tian houses are spoken of in the New Testament (who presum- 
ably were baptized houses), four such are explicitly mentioned 
as baptized. Cornelius’, Acts x:2, 44, 48; Lydia’s, xvi: 15; 
the Philippian jailor’s, xvi: 33; Stephanas’, 1 Cor.i:16. Now, 
on the fact that, among the very few separate individual bap- 
tisms mentioned in the New Testament, four were of families, 
is ground of two-fold probability: that there were young chil- 
‘dren in some of them, whvu were baptized on their parents’ faith, 
and that this sacramental recognition of the parental and fam- 
ily relation, looks like Pedobaptism amazingly. Immersionists 
do not use such language, so that even if it could be proved 
there probably were no young unconverted children, the argu- 
ment remains. 
They say they can prove in each case there were none: 
Cornelius’ by verses 2, 44. But see Gen. 
aieeg ours? Includ- viii: 19; 2 Chron. xx:13; Ezra viii: 21; 
Matt. xxi: 15, 16. That Lydia’s house were 
all believing adult children, or servants, or apprentices, they 
argue from Acts xvi: 40, “brethren.” But see verses 14, 15, 
nobody’s faith is mentioned but Lydia’s; and doubtless Paul 
had many other converts out of Lydia’s house. The proof is, 
that the whole context shows the meeting in verse 40 was a 
public one, not a family one; and the Philippian church, a 
flourishing body was now planted. 
That the jailor’s family all believed is argued from verse 
34. But the original places the zavoc with rejoiced. That 
Stephanas’ family were all baptized and believers, is argued 
from 1 Cor. xvi: 15. Answer: It was his oeza not his oczo¢g 
which engaged in ministrations of Christian hospitality. 
An argument of equal, or perhaps greater importance is to 
8 Infants are Ad- be derived from the addressing of the titles 
dressed as Church- of Church-members to little children in the 
ere New Testament. That the words “Aycoz, 
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“oT0¢, or xeatévevand ’Adedgos are the current words employed 
to denote professed Christians, will not be denied. ‘“ Chris- 
tians”’ is only used two or three times. The address of epis- 
tles to these titles is equivalent to their address to professed 
Church-members. Now in these cases we find children ad- 
dressed in the epistles. Eph. vi: 1-4; Col. iii: 20; 1 John 
ii: 12, 13, texveu, mwaedra. First, these were not adult children, 
Further, in Titus i: 5, they are expressly called téxva morta. 
The Bishop’s Chil. Compare for illustration, in 1 Tim. vi: 2, 
dren Must be Mem- /keatovg deozotas, and 1 Tim. iii: 4, parallel 
es passage where the Bishop’s children being 
mote and év bzotay7, is equivalent to being well ruled, and in 
subjection. If the alternative be taken that Titus’ téxva mora 
mean adult children who are professors, on their own behalf, of 
godliness, we are led into absurdities; for what must be de- 
cided of the man whose children are yet small; and who being. 
therefore in the prime of manhood, is fit to serve the Church? 
Shall he wait, though otherwise fit, till it be seen whether his 
children will be converted? Or if the children be already 
come to ages of intelligence, and not converted, in spite of the 
Father’s good rearing, must he be refused ordination? This 
would have excluded Legh Richmond, and many ministers 
blessed of God. The obvious sense is, the bishop’s children 
must be consecrated and reared accordingly. | 
As the historical evidence for the early and constant prev- 
ws _ alence of infant baptism is so well unfolded 
ee craaatine ve Re. in Coleman, Woods, Bingham and Wall, and 
ie Bane ee: as your Church History enters fully into it, I 
* shall not again detail the witnesses; but add 
some remarks to sum up. And first, Bingham and Wall, be- 
tween them, mention nine fathers, of the first and second cen- 
turies, who seem pretty clearly to allude to infant baptism; 
some briefly and singly, others clearly and more than once. Now 
Mosheim’s list of the genuine Fathers who wrote before A. D. 
200, is only about 12 (Clement, Ignatius, Polycarp, Pseudo 
Barnabas, Pastor of Hermas, Ep. to Diognetus, (probably Jus- 
tin’s), Justin Martyr, Irenzus, Athenagoras, Theophilus of 
Antioch, Glem. Alexandrinus, Tertullian), if we omit 12 or 15 
more, whose names and works are only made known tous by 
other Fathers who speak of them. And his list is nearly ex- 
haustive. Now seeing that few of these works are voluminous, 
and that some are’ mere fragments; and seeing that if our 
theory of Pedobaptism is correct, it was a subject which did 
not need much agitation, as being undisputed and of ancient 
establishment; here is fully as much notice of it as was reason- 
ably to be expected. After A. D. 200, the notices are abun- 
dant. 
The enumerations of heresies, and refutations of them 
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2d. Denial of it Not Grawn up by Irenzeus, Epiphanius, Philas- 
Mentioned of Any Her- trius, Augustine, Theodoret, (Epiphanius, for 
Ene instance; against 80 heresies), contain no 
reference to any heretics who denied infant baptism, except 
those (as some Gnostic sects) who denied all baptism. And 
Peter de Bruys is said to be the first sectary who ever denied it. 
In the controversy between Augustine and Pelagians, 
3d. Not Refusedeven the latter were much pressed with the argu- 
by Pelagians, Under ment: “If infantshave neither depravity nor 
the Strongest Induce- guilt, why baptize them?” Their answer 
ment. : : 
was, to gain for them heaven, instead of eter- 
nal life. They would have gladly given the more satisfactory 
answer, if it had been true, that infant baptism was an innova- 
tion. But they do not. Celestius, it is stated, repudiated the 
insinuation that his doctrine would lead to the denial of infant 
baptism, saying, he had never known any sect wicked enough 
for this. He and Pelagius were learned and traveled. 

In the Roman Catacombs, among the many interesting 
remains, are inscriptions over the graves of 
infants and young children, who are said to 
be baptized, and called “faithful,” “believ- 
ers,” “brothers,” while they are said to be of ages varying 
from 18 months to 12 years. 

Infant communion, which Immersionists love to class as an 
equal and similar superstition to infant bap- 
tism, is a clear proof of the earlier preva- 
lence of the latter. For the primitive 
Church never gave the Lord’s Supper before baptism. 

But we do not rely on the patristic testimony as our 
decisive argument, but on Scripture. The 
Church early became superstitious; and 
many of their superstitions, as baptismal 
regeneration and infant communion, they profess to base on 
Scripture. But where they do so, we can usually trace and 
expose their misunderstanding of it. This current and early 
testimony is relied on, not as proving by itself that we are war- 
ranted to baptize infants, but as raising a strong probability 
that it was an apostotic usage, and thus supporting our scrip- 
tural argument. 

Immersionists object vehemently to infant baptism and 

ro. Does Infant membership, that it floods the spirituality of 
Baptism Corrupt the Christ’s Church with a multitude of worldly, 
ae nominal Christians. One of them has writ- 
ten a book on “the evils of infant baptism.” They point to 
the lamentable state of religion in Europe, in the Papacy, and 
in the Oriental Churches, as the legitimate result. They urge: 
If our Confession and Government are correct in saying, ‘all 
baptized persons are members of the Church,’ &c., (Bk. Disc. 
Ch. I, § 6), consistency would lead us, of course, to admit 


4th. Evidence in the 
Caticombs. 


5th. Infant Commun- 
ion. 


But Tradition no 
Authority to us. 
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them, without saving change, to suffrage, to office, and to seal- 
ing ordinances; we should baptize their children in turn (as 
Methodists, Episcopalians, Papists do), and thus the whole 
world would be brought unsanctified into the Church, obliter- 
ating its spirituality. But Christ intended it to be composed 
only of His converted followers. The only reason why Pres- 
byterian and other Churches in America, do not exhibit these 
abominable results is, that they do not act out their creeds, and 
practically regard the unconverted baptized as no members. 
I reply: : 
The notion that Christ would organize His religious king- 
ist. Mixture in the G@Om on earth in contrast to human society, 
Church Foreseen by admitting none but pure members, is plausi- 
ee ae ble and pretty. Yea, the unthinking may 
reason, that as He is autocrat, heart-searching, almighty, His 
voluntary embracing of any impure material would look like a 
voluntary connivance at sin, and indifference to that sanctity 
which the Church‘was formed to promote. But it is a utopian 
and unscriptural dream. See Matt. xiii: 24 and 47. Christ 
has not even formed the hearts of His own people thus; but 
permits evil to mix with:them. A Church to be administered 
by human hands must be mixed; anything else is but a dis- 
honest pretense, even among Immersionists. Christ permits a 
mixed body, not because He likes it, but because His wisdom 
sees it best under the circumstances. . 

It is not fair to argue from the abuse, but from proper use 
of an institution. Note: God’s arrangement 
under the old dispensation was liable to the 
same evils, for infant Church-membership 
abused certainly led there to horrid corruptions. The wide 
corruptions of Popish and other European Churches are not 
traceable to proper use of infant baptism, but to other manifest 
causes: neglect of youthful training, State establishments, 
Paganism infused, hierarchical institutions, &c. If infant mem- 
bership were the great corrupter, and its absence the great 
safeguard, immersed Churches ought to be uniformly pure. 
How is this? It is an invidious task to make the inquiry; but 
it is their own test. Look, then, at Ironsides, Dunkers, Mor- 
mons, African Churches in America. We shall not ‘be so 
uncharitable as to charge all this on immersion. 

Enough for us to answer for our own principles, not those 
of Papists, Episcopalians, Methodists. We 
stated our limitations on infant baptism. 
Where they are observed, and the duties pledged in the sacra- 
ment are tolerably performed, it results in high benefit. When 
we teach that all baptized persons “should perform all the 
duties of Church-members,” it is not meant with unconverted 
hearts. The Church states the great Bible doctrine that in 
baptism renewing graces are promised and sealed; and if the 


2nd. Medizeval Church- 
es Corrupted Otherwise. 


3rd. Safeguards. 
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adult does not get them, it is his fault. Our doctrine does not 
break down the distinction made between spiritual and carnal 
by sealing ordinances one whit, or give to the baptized member 
one particle of power to corrupt the suffrage or government of 
the Church. 

11. The remaining cavils are best answered by stating the 
Scriptural view of the relation of unregenerate baptized chil- 
dren to the Church, and the benefits thence inuring. 

When our standards say, ‘‘ All baptized persons are mem- 

Seb . bers of the Church,” this by no means im- 

aptized Persons in : ‘ ; ' ; 

What Sense? Illus- Plies their title to all sealing ordinances, 
trated by Minors in suffrage, and office. They are minor citi- 
Cop men egttas zens in the ecclesiastical commonwealth, 
under tutelage, training, and instruction, and government ; 
heirs, if they will exercise the graces obligatory on them, of 
all the ultimate franchises of the Church, but not allowed to 
enjoy them until qualified. Yet they are, justly, under ecclesi- 
astical government. The reasonableness of this position is well 
illustrated by that of minors under the civil commonwealth. 
These owe allegiance and obedience, and are under the gov- 
ernment; they are made to pay taxes; to testify in court, and, 
after a time, even to do military service and labour on the high- 
way. They can be tried for crimes, and even capitally pun- 
ished. But they may neither sit as judges in a jury, bear 
office, nor vote for officers, until a full age is supposed to con- 
fer the necessary qualification. Such must-be the regulations 
of any organized society which embraces (on any theory) fam- 
ilies within it. And if the family is conceived as the integer of 
which the society is constituted, this status of minor members 
of families is yet more proper, yea, unavoidable. But such is 
precisely the conception of the Scriptures, concerning the 
integers of which both the State and Church are constituted. 
Now, the visible Church is an organized human society, consti- 
tuted of Christian families as integers, for spiritual ends—relig- 
ious instruction, sanctification, holy living and glorification of 
its members. Hence, it seems most reasonable that unregene- 
rate members of its families shall be, on the one hand, included 
under its government; and, on the other, not endowed with its 
higher’ franchises. The State, whose purposes are secular, 
_ fixed the young citizen’s majority when, by full age, he is pre- 
sumed to have that bodily and mental growth of the adult, 
which fits him for his duties. The Church recognizes the 
majority of its minor citizens when they show that spiritual 
qualification—a new heart—necessary for handling its spiritual 
concernments. The Church visible is also a school of Christ. 
Schools, notoriously, must include untaught children. That is 
what they exist for. But they do not allow these children to 
teach and govern ; they are there to be taught and restrained. 
The analogy is most instructive. | 
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The Immersionist says that our communion is only saved 
from utter corruption by our own inconsist- 
ency; that while our constitution calls our 
children Church members, we fortunately 
treat them, as they do, as not Church members. Whereas the 
Immersionist charges us with a wicked inconsistency, I will 
retort upon him the charge of a pious one: Those of them who 
are truly good people, while they say their children are not 
Church members, fortunately treat them as though they were. 
They diligently bring them under the instructions, restraints, 
and prayers of the Church and pastor. Happily, the instincts 
and influences of the Christian family are so deeply founded 
and so powerful, that a perverse and unscriptural theory cannot 
arrest them. These Christians discard the Bible conception of 
the visible Church, as an organized body whose integers are 
Christian “houses,” and adopt the unscriptural and impractica- 
ble theory of a visible Church organized of regenerate indi- 
viduals. But, blessed be God! the light and love of a sancti- 
fied parent’s heart are too strong to be wholly perverted by this 
theory; they still bring the family, as a whole, virtually within 
the Church. And this is the reason that true religion is perpet- 
uated among them. 
But a more definite answer may be desired to the inquiry: | 
‘ Discipline Consists What are the precise shape and extent of 
in Instruction and Re- this instruction and government, which con- 
pris stitute the Church’s ‘discipline’ over its 
unregenerate members? To give aclear answer, let us dis- 
tinguish the instruction from the restraint; the two together 
make up the idea of discipline. As to the former, the teaching 
of church-presbyters and catechists is by no means to super- 
sede that of the parents, but only to assist and re-enforce it. 
Into the sacred relation of parent and child no other human 
authority, not even that which Christ Himself has appointed in 
His Church, may intrude. None can sufficiently replace it. 
But all these baptized members are the “charge” of the pastor 
and session; and it is the duty of these “ overseers’’ to provide 
for them, and to see that they enjoy the public and social in- 
structions of the gospel. And pastors and elders should, 
moreover, extend to them that advice in temptation, and those 
efforts to comfort them in affliction, and to secure the sanctifi- 
cation of their trials, which they extend to communing members. 
As to the ecclesiastical control or restraint over these 
; unregenerate members, I remark, first, that 
First, ‘Through? ek the rule of morals should be the same as that 
rents. The Rule of imposed on communicating members, save 
os that the former are not to be forced, nor 
even permitted, without spiritual qualification, to take part in 
sealing ordinances, and church-powers. [But as to their neg- 
lect of these, they should be constantly taught that their dis- 
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qualification is their fault, and not their misfortune merely; a 
sinful exercise of their free-agency, a subject for personal and 
present repentance; a voluntary neglect and rejection of sav- 
ing graces, the sincere offer whereof was sealed to them in their 
baptism. And for this, their sin of heart, the Church utters a 
continuous, a sad and affectionate, yet a righteous censure, in 
keeping them in the state of minor members.] The propriety 
of exacting the same rule of living, in other respects, appears 
thus: Christ has but one law for man; these baptized members 
are consecrated and separated to Christ’s service in the Church 
as truly as the communicating members; they owe the same 
debt of devotion for the mercies of redemption; which are 
their offered heritage. Hence, it should be constantly taught 
them that questionable worldly amusements, for instance, are 
as inconsistent in them as in other Church members. In a word, 
the end of this Church authority, under which Providence has 
placed them, is to constrain them to live Christian lives, in 
order that thereby they may come unto the Christian graces in 
the heart. 

Second, as to the means of enforcement of that rule, I 
would answer; that in the case of all baptized members of im- 
mature age, and especially of such as are still in the houses, 
and under the government, of parents, the Church-Sessfon 
ought mainly to restrain them through their parents. That is, 
the authority of these rulers should be applied to the parents, 
to cause them, by their domestic authority, to lead outward 
Christian lives, and attend upon the means of grace. And the 
refusal or neglect of parents to do this duty, may doubtless sub- 
ject them to just Church censure. Perhaps we may safely say, 
that the Session should reach this class of baptized members 
only through their parents, except in the case where the par- 
ents themselves refer the child’s contumacy to the eldership. 
In this case the eldership may undoubtedly proceed to censure 
the recusant child. See an analogous case in the theocracy, 
Deut. xxi: 18, &c. 

If these baptized, unregenerate members are fully adult, 

If Adult: the’ ‘Re- and passed from parental control, then the 
straint is Direct. It Church-Session must apply their restraint 
May Proceed to Ex- directly to them. The mere continuance of 
communicate. : ; 

their unregeneracy, unfitting them for com- 
mynion, will of course be no suitable ground for judicial prose- 
cution. For the Church is already uttering her standing cen- 
sure against this, in their exclusion from the Lord’s table. If 
they become wayward in outward conduct, then the Session, 
in addition to their constant and affectionate admonitions 
against their impenitence, should administer paternal cautions, 
advice, and entreaty, looking towards a reformation. But if 
they persist in flagrant and indecent sins, such as the persistent 
neglect of all ordinances, sensuality, blasphemy, or dishonesty, 
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(such sins as would bring on a communing member excommu- 
nication), then nothing remains but that the Session shall pro- 
ceed, by judicial prosecution, to cut the reprobate member off 
from the Church. 
Not only the Scriptures, but common sense, justify this 
Some Fair Way View. Are they “members of the Church?” 
Must be Provided to (in the minor sense). Then natural justice 
Cut Off the Reprobate. teaches that they cannot be stripped of the 
privileges of that membership, be they what they may, without 
a fair opportunity for defence, and confronting the accusing 
witnesses. To judge a man without formal hearing is iniquity. 
On the other hand, are they, in any sense, “members of the 
Church?” Then, to that degree, the Church is responsible for 
their discredit, and subject to the scandal of their irregularities. 
Common sense says, then, that there must be a fair way for the 
Church to obtain a formal severance of the membership, and 
publicly cleanse herself of the scandal of this contumacious 
member. That way can be none other than judicial prosecu- 
tion. Finally, when a member is so thoroughly reprobate that, 
to human apprehension, there is no chance of his receiving any 
of the ends of a Church connection, there ought to be a way 
to terminate it; it has become objectless. Three objections 
are urged against the judicial prosecution of such members. 
1. That its extremest sentence could only place them where 
they already are; self-excluded from full communion. I 
answer, this is clearly an oversight. This form of discipline 
will, of course, only be applied in cases of flagrant immorality ; 
and then, it will do an entirely different thing from this self- 
exclusion: it will sever the minor membership, and rid the 
Church, until the culprit repents, of the scandal of his connec- 
tion. It is argued, second, that judicial discipline is utterly 
inappropriate, where there is not even the profession of spirit- 
ual life. ‘It is like tieing a corpse to a whipping-post.” That 
this is erroneous, is proved by every case of excommunication ; 
for this extreme measure is always justified by the plea, that the 
man discloses himself to be unregenerate. Third: It is argued 
that judicial discipline is irrelevant to baptized members; be- 
cause they are not the essential, but the accidental constituents 
of a visible Church. The fact is admitted ; but it is irrelevant. 
There could be a commonweath without minor citizens, but if 
there are minor citizens they must be judged as to their right,to 
their lesser franchise, as other citizens are. No youth of six- 
teen years in Virginia would think it just to be hung or banished 
without trial, because he was not “of age;’’ nor would the 
commonwealth deem that a sufficient reason to let him rob and 
murder with impunity. In fine, the practice of at least some 
of the Reformed Churches once illustrated the benefits of this 
position. 
On this statement of the matter, it is obvious that the 
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usage in our churches has fallen exceedingly 
far from the Bible rule, and that the taunts 
of the Immersionists are to a great degree 
well founded: that we are not consistent in our padobaptism. 
And it may be, that the leavening of men’s minds, in this 
country, with the unscriptural ideas of the Immersionists may 
have produced a license of feeling among youths, which greatly 
increases the difficulty of Church Sessions’ doing their whole 
duty. It may, indeed, be almost impossible for any single Ses- 
sion to do it among us, in the face of this unfortunate corrup- 
tion of society. and of the obstinate neglect of all sister 
Church Sessions around them. But the question for the honest: 
mind is: Should a corrupt practice continue to preclude a right 
principle? Or should the correct principle amend the vicious 
practice? And the happy example of many of the Reformed 
Churches teaches us that this discipline of baptized members is 
feasible, reasonable, and most profitable. The Presbyterian 
Church of Holland, for instance, in its better days; and the 
Evangelical Church of Holland now, uniformly governs their 
children on the Scriptural principles above described. 
The benefits of infant baptism, and of this form of mem- 
Benefits of the Bible bership for the children of God’s believing 
Plan—Children of the people, are great. Some of them are very 
Ghar a ape, forcibly set forth by Dr. John M. Mason, in 
his invaluable treatise on the Church. Borrowing in part from 
him, I would remark, that this relation to the Church, and this 
discipline, are, first, in exact harmony with the great fact of ex- 
perience, that the children of God’s people are the great hope 
of the Church’s increase. This being a fact, it is obviously wis- 
dom to organize the Church with reference to it, so as to pro- 
vide every proper means of training for working up this the 
most hopeful material for Zion’s increase. To neglect this ob- 
vious policy seems, indeed, little short of madness. As we 
have seen, Immersionists’ communions only enjoy true pros- 
perity, in virtue of their virtual employment of the principle of 
infant Church-membership; grace and love being in them 
fortunately, stronger than a bad theory. 
Second: This Bible plan is in strict conformity with those 
The Bible Plan Agrees GOctrines of grace, and principles of human 
with Nature and Grace. nature, which God employs for the sanctifi- 
Pov a FG, cation of His people. Our theory assumes 
that God’s covenant is with His people and their seed. (Acts 
ii: 39). That their seed are heirs of the promises made to the 
fathers (Acts iii: 25): that the cause which excludes any such 
from saving interest in redemption is voluntary and criminal, 
viz., unbelief and impenitence—a cause which they are all 
bound to correct at once, if they are arrived at the years of 
discretion: that the continuance of this: cause, however just a 
renin ‘oe the eldership’s excluding thém from certain privi- 
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leges and functions, is no justification whatever for their neglect- 
ing them. And, above all, does our plan found itself on the 
great rule of experience, common sense, and Scripture, that if 
you would form a soul to the hearty embracing of right prin- 
ciples, you must make him observe the conduct which those 
principles dictate. Every faithful parent in the world acts on 
this rule in rearing his children. If the child is untruthful, 
unsympathizing, unforgiving, indolent, he compels him, while 
young, to observe a course of truth, charity, forgiveness and 
industry. Why? Because the parent considers that the out- 
ward observance of these virtues will be either permanent or 
praiseworthy if, when the child becomes a man, he only observes 
them from fear or hypocrisy? Not at all; but because the 
parent knows, that human nature is moulded by habits; that 
the practice of a principle always strengthens it; that this use 
of his parental authority is the most natural and hopeful means 
to teach the child heartily to prefer and adopt the right prin- 
ciple, when he becomes his own man; that it would be the 
merest folly to pretend didactically to teach the child the right, 
and leave all-powerful Hasit to teach him the wrong, and to let 
the child spend his youth in riveting the bonds of bad habit, 
which, if he is ever to adopt and love the right principle, he 
must break. Will not our heavenly Father act onthe same rule 
of good sense toward His children? Is not the professed prin- 
ciple of the Immersionist just the folly we have described ? 
Happily, Scripture agrees with all experience and practical 
wisdom, in saying that if you wish a child to adopt and love the 
principles of a Church-member when he is grown, you must 
make him behave as a Church-member while he is growing. 

Third: Many collateral advantages are gained by this 
minor citizenship of the baptized in the 
Church. They are retained under whole- 
some restraints. Their carnal opposition to the truth is greatly 
disarmed by early association. The numerical and pecuniary 
basis of the Church’s operations is widened. And where the 
sealing ordinances are properly guarded, these advantages are 
gained without any compromise of the Church’s spirituality. 
Pzdobaptist communities which are scripturally conducted pre- 
sent as high a grade of purity, even including their baptized 
members, as any others. For, on this corrupt earth, the best 
communion is far from being what it ought to be. Where the 
duties represented in the sacrament of baptism are properly 
followed up, the actual regeneration of children is the ordinary 
result. 
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LECTURE LXVII. 
THE LORD'S SUPPER. 


SYLLABUS. 


See Conf. of Faith, ch. 29 with Catechisms. 
1. Give a definition of this sacrament, with the Scriptural account of its institu- 
tion, names, and ceremonial. 
See Matt. xxvi: 26-29; Mark xiv : 22-26; Luke xxii: 15-21; 1 Cor. x: 16, 
{7; xr: 37 to.end, , Dick, Lect..92. > Lurrettin, oc. xix, Ou. 21. 
2. What are the elements, in what manner to be prepared and set apart, and 
what their sacramental significance ? 
Turrettin, Our 22, 23,7245 uF il, bkiw,ch, 7... Dick Lectro2, 
3. State and refute the doctrine of the real presence by a Transubstantiation, 
with the elevation and worship of the host. 
Council of Trent, Sess. 13, especially ch. 4, and Canons Cat. Rom. pt. ii, ch. 
4, Qu. 17-41. Turrettin, Ou. 26, 2%. Calvin's. Inst.," bk, iv, chto. Hib 
as above. Archbishop Tillottson and Bishop Stillingfleet against Transub- 
stantiation. Dick, Lect. 90 
4. State and refute the doctrine of Consubstantiation. 
Turrettin, Qu. 26, 28. Augsb. Confession, and other Lutheran symbols. 
Hill, as above. Dick, Lect. 91. 


"THE only sacrament which Protestants recognize, besides 

baptism, is that called by them, in imitation of Paul (1 Cor. 
xi: 20),.. The: Lords, .Supper:/- (Asiapov 
xugeaxov). The only other Scriptural names 
which seem clearly established are the breaking of bread (x/dors 
tod dotov, Acts ii: 42-46 ; xx: 7), and possibly zoewyra (1 Cor. 
x: 16). The cup is called zorynov ti¢ evdoytag (1 Cor. x : 16), 
but this is evidently not a name for the whole ordinance. And 
in verse 21, communicating is called partaking of the Lord’s 
Table (codzefa). This hardly amounts to a calling of the ordi- 
nance by the name of ‘“table;’” but it is instructive, as showing 
no favour whatever to the notion of altars and sacrifice, as con- 
nected with the Lord’s Supper. 

Among the fathers it was called often evyaptatia, some- 
times ourdéic or Asetovnyta; more often Yvaca, 
or puotnowov; or among the Latins, mezssa. 
The use of the word Yvata was at first only rhetorical and figu- 
rative; and thus the error of considering the Lord’s Supper an 
actual sacrifice had its way prepared. While the Romanists 
sometimes endeavor to trace the word mzssa to other etynoms 
(as to DfD tribute; TAOAWN, banquet; or to puzacc, initiation), 


1. Scriptural Names. 


Patristic Names. 


its derivation is undoubtedly from the formulary with which the 
spectators and catechumens were dismissed before the cele- 
bration of the Lord’s Supper: mzssa est (viz., congregatio). 

The definition which Presbyterians hold, is that of our 
ihe ees Catechisms, e. g., Shorter, Qu. 96: “ The 
‘ Lord’s supper is a sacrament wherein, by 
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giving and receiving bread and wine, according. to Christ's 
appointment, His death is showed forth ; and the worthy receiv- 
ers are not after a corporal and carnal manner, but by faith 
made partakers of His body and blood, with all His benefits, to 
their spiritual nourishment and growth in grace.” This is 


‘obviously no more than a correct digest of the views stated or 


implied in the sundry passages where the ordinance is described. 
Its institution was evidently simple and free from mystery ; and 
had not the strange career of superstition been run on this sub- 
ject by the Christian Church, the dispassionate reader would 
have derived no conceptions from the sacred narrative but the 
simple ones of a commemorative seal. And these natural, 
popular views of the sacrament are doubtless best adapted for 
edification. 

I hold that our Saviour undoubtedly held His last passover 
on the regular passover evening, and that 
this ordinance, intended by Him to super- 
sede and replace the passover (1 Cor. v: 7), 
was very quietly introduced at its close. To do this, He took 
up the bread (doubtless the unleavened bread of the occasion), 
and the cup of wine (after Jewish fashion mingled with water), 
provided for the occasion, and introduced them to their new 
use by an act of solemn thanksgiving to God. Then He brake 
the bread and distributed it, and, after the bread, the wine— 
partaking of neither Himself—saying: “This do in remem- 
brance of Me; eat, drink ye all of it, to show forth the Lord’s 
death till He come.” These mandatory words were accom- 
panied also with certain explicatory words, conveying the 
nature of the symbol and pledge; stating that the bread repre- 
sented His body, and the cup the covenant made in His blood 
—the body lacerated and killed, and the blood shed, for 
redemption. The sacramental acts, therefore, warranted by 
Christ are, the taking, breaking, and distributing the elements, on 
the administrator's part, and their manual reception, and eating or 
drinking, on the recipient’s part. The sacramental words are 
the thanksgiving, the explicatory and promissory, and the man- 
datory. The whole is then appropriately concluded with 
another act of praise (not sacramental, but an appendage 
thereto), either by praying, or singing, or both. And to add 
anything else is superstition. 

To continue this subject: The elements are bread and 
wine. The Greek Church says the bread 
must be leavened, the Latin unleavened, 
making this a point of serious importance. We believe that 
the bread used was paschal. But it was not Christ’s intention 
to give ritually a paschal character to the new sacrament; and 
bread is employed as the material element of nutrition, the one 
most familiar and universal. Hence, we regard all the disputes 
is to leaven, and the other mznutz@ made essential by the Romish 
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tubrick (wheaten, mingled with proper water, not worm-eaten, 
#c.,)as non-essential. Probably the wine was also mingled with 
water on the first occasion; but, on the same grounds, we regard 
it as selected simply as the most common and familiar refresh- 
ment of the human race; and the presence of water is therefore 
non-essential. Indeed, modern chemistry has shown that, in all 
wine, water is the solvent, and the largest constituent. 
According to all Christians, these elements are conceived 
ie tee ee undergoing some kind of consecration. 
What? Rome places this in the pronunciation of 
the words of institution, “This is My body,” 
and teaches that it results in a total change of the substance of 
the bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ. But 
the only change which Protestants admit in a consecration of 
the elements, is the simple change of their use, from a com- 
mon, to a sacred and sacramental one. And this consecration 
we believe to be wrought, not by pronouncing the words, 
“This is My body,” but by the eucharistic act of worship 
which introduces the sacrament. For the natural language of 
consecration is that of worship; not that of a didactic and 
promissory sentence. Witness the cases of grace over our 
food, and all the consecrations of the Old Testament, e. g., 
Deut. xxvi : 5-10. When Christ says, “This is My: Body,” 
were the consecration what Papists suppose, these words would 
imply that it is already made. ‘And last, the words, sup- 
posed by them to be words of consecration, are too va- 
riant in the different histories of the sacrament in sacred 
Scripture. 
The breaking of the bread is plainly one of the sacramen- 
$b eat Fine tal acts, and should never be done before- 
Bread Saenihcaht hand, by others, nor ommitted by the minis- 
ter. The words éi¢ dotog (1 Cor. x: 17) are 
not correctly represented in the English version. The proper 
force of the word, as may be seen in Jno. vi: 9, is loaf, or more 
properly, cake; and the Apostle’s idea is, that the oneness of 
the mass of bread, and of the cup, partaken by all, signifies 
their unity in one spiritual body. It would be better that the 
bread should be taken by the officiator in one mass, and broken 
before the people, after the prayer. The proper significancy 
of the sacrament requires it; for the Christ we commemorate 
is the Christ lacerated and slain. Further; Christ brake the 
bread in distributing it; and commanded us to imitate Him, 
' saying: “This do,” &c. Third; the Apostles ‘undoubtedly 
made the breaking one of the sacramental acts; for Paul says, 
1 Cor. x : 16, “‘ The bread which we break,” &c: Last, when 
the sacrament itself is more often called “the breaking of 
bread,” than by any other one name, it can hardly be sup- 
posed that the breaking is not a proper part of the cere- 
monial. 
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There is also a significancy in the taking of the wine after 
Pouring of the Wine, the bread, in a distinct act of reception; 
after the Bread, Signif- because it is the blood as separated from the 
rant body by death, that we commemorate. 
Hence the soaking of the bread in the cup is improper, as well 
as the plea by which Rome justifies communion in one kind; 
that as the blood is in the body, the bread conveys alone a 
complete sacrament. As we should commemorate it, the blood 
is not in the body, but poured out. 
The acts on the Communicant’s part, also, are sacramental 
and significant, viz: the taking and eating. 
These acts symbolize generally, Faith, as the 
soul’s receptive act; just as the elements 
distributed by God’s institution signify that which is the object 
of faith, Christ slain for our redemption. But the Confession 
29, § 1, states, in greater detail, and with strict scriptural. pro- 
priety, that these acts commemorate Christ’s death, constitute a 
profession and engagement to serve Him, show the reception 
of a covenanted redemption thus sealed to us, and indicate our 
communion with each other and Christ, our Head, in one spiri- 
tual body. The first idea is plainly set forth in 1 Cor. xi: 24, 
last clause, as well as parallel passages, and in verses 25. and 
26. The second is implied in the first, in the individnal char- 
acter of the act, in 1 Cor: xi : 25,“ covenant,’ and: in the 
nature of faith, which embraces Christ as our Saviour from sin 
unto holiness. The third idea is plainly implied in the signifi- 
cancy of the elements themselves, which are the materials of 
nutrition and refreshment; .as well as in Jno. vi: 50-55. For 
though we strenuously dispute, against Rome, that the lan- 
guage of this passage is descriptive of the Lord’s Supper, it is 
manifest that the Supper was afterward’s devised upon the anal- 
ogy which furnished the metaphor of the passage. And the 
didactic and promissory language, ‘This is My body,” “This 
is My blood,’ sacramentally understood, obviously convey the 
idea of nutrition offered to the soul. The last idea is very 
clearly set forth in 1 Cor. x: 16,17. And this is the feature 
of the sacrament from which it has received its popular name, 
of Communion-of the Lord’s Supper. 
The parties who may properly partake of the Lord’s Sup- 
er are so clearly deftned,.1 Cor.-xi : 27~30, 
Eee Te s to leave no ie for debate. It is hast 
who have examined themselves successfully “of their knowl- 
edge to discern the Lord’s body, and faith to feed on Him, 
repentance, love, and, new obedience.” Shorter Catechism, 
- question 97. See, also, Larger Catechism, question 171-175. 
That this sacrament is to be given only to credible professors, 
does not indeed follow necessarily from the fact that it symbol- 
izes saving grace; for baptism does this; but from the express 
limitation of Paul, and from the different graces symbolized. 
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Baptism symbolizes those graces which initiate the Christian 
life: The Supper, those also which continue it. Hence, while 
the former is once applied to infants born within the covenant, 
to ratify their outward membership, in the dependence on the 
gracious promise that they shall be brought to commence the 
Christian life afterwards; it would be wrong to grant the sec- 
ond sacrament to any who have not given some indication of 
an actual progress in spiritual life. 
Thus far, all has been intelligible, reasonable, and adapted 
3. The Supper soon tO nourish and comfort the faith of the plain 
Perverted by two Er- believer. But the well-informed are aware 
ote that this ordinance, so quietly and simply in- 
troduced by our Saviour, and so simply explained, has met the 
strange fortune of becoming the especial subject of superstitious 
amplification; until, in the Romish Church, it has become nearly 
the whole of worship. It would be interesting to trace the 
history of this growth; but time only allows us to remark, that 
two unscriptural ideas became early associated with it; in con- 
sequence of a pagan grossness of perception, and a false expo- 
sition of Scripture, One of these was that of a literal or real 
corporeal presence; the other that of a true sacrifice for sin. 
Still, those more superstitious Christians who held these two 
ideas, did not, for a long time, define the manner in which they 
were supposed to be true. At length two theories developed 
themselves, that of Paschasius Radbert, transubstantiation ; and 
that of Berengar, consubstantiation. The former of these tri- 
umphed in the Lateran Council 1215 ; the latter was condemned 
as heretical, till Luther revived it, though stripped of the sacri- 
ficial feature. | | 
According to Rome, when the priest canonically, and with 
proper intention, pronounces the words in the 
mass: ‘ Hoc est corpus meum,’ the bread and 
wine are changed into the very body and blood of the living 
Christ, including, of course, His soul and divinity ; which me- 
diatorial person, the priest does then truly and literally break 
and offer again, as a proper sacrifice for the sins of the living 
and the dead; and he and the people eat Him. True; the ac- 
cidents, or material qualities of bread and wine remain, but in 
and under them, the substance of bread is gone, and the sub- 
stance really existing is Christ’s person. But in this condition 
of things, it exists without the customary material attributes of 
locality, extension, and divisibility ; for He is none the less in 
heaven, and in all the ‘hosts,’ all over the world at once; and 
into however small parts they may be divided, each is a perfect 
Christ! Hence, to elevate, and carry this host in procession, - 
and to worship it with darpeta is perfectly proper. Whether 
such a batch of absurdities is really believed by any reflecting 
mind, it.is not for us to decide. 
The scriptural basis for this monstrous superstr:cture is 


Transubstantiation. 
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very narrow, while the papal is wide enough. 
Rome depends chiefly in Scripture on the 
Janguage of Jno.vi: 50, &c., and on the as- 
sertion of the absolutely literal interpretation of the words of 
institution in the parallel passages cited by us at the beginning. 
We easily set aside the argument from Jno. vi: 50, &c., by the 
remark, that it applies not to the Lord’s Supper, but to the spir- 
itual actings of faith on Christ figuratively described. For the 
Lord’s Supper was not yet instituted; and it is absurd to sup- 
pose that our Saviour would use language necessarily unintelli- 
gible to all His followers, the subject never having. been divulged 
to them. On the contrary, in verse 35, we find that the coming 
and eating is defined as the actings of faith. If the chapter be 
.orced into an application to the Supper, then verses 53 and 54 
explicitly teach that every one who eats the Supper goes to 
heaven, and that no one who fails to eat it does; neither of 
which Rome admits: And in verse 63, our Saviour fixes a figur- 
ative and ‘spiritual interpretation of His words, beyond all 
question. : 

When we proceed to the words of institution, we assert 
that the obvious meaning is tropical; and is 
equivalent to “This represents my body.” 
The evidences of this: are manifold. First, 
we cite the frequency of similar locutions in Hebrew, and He- 
braistic: Greeks) “Consult Gen. xhit'/20,°273 Ezek. 1xxxkvilri13 
Da witeas orouior rr Math xii 238, so7 Rev: i220; 
XVli : QO, 12, 18, e¢ passtm. Yea, we find Christ saying of Him- 
selfs“ Lanrthe way, the truth, the life,” Jno: xiv: 6 “the vine,” 
Jno. xv: 1; “thedoor,” Jno. x :9. Why is a tropical exposition 
more reasonable or neccessary here? Yet, without it we make 
absolute nonsense. 

Eut even if we had no usage to illustrate our Saviour’s 
: sense, it would be manifest from the text and 
context alone, that His sense is tropical. The 
tovto must be demonstrative of bread, and 
equivalent to, this bread (is my body); because bread is the 
nearest antecedent, the whole series of the narrative shows it; 
in the parallel case of the wine,cup is, in one narrative,expressed: 
and the allusion of Paul, 1 Cor. x: 16, “The bread which we 
break,” shows it. So, the gaya means evidently the body dead 
(corpse), as is proved by the expression “broken for you,” and 
by the fact that the blood is separated from it: as well as by 
current usage of narratives. Now paraphrase the sentence: 
“This bread is my dead body,” and any other than a tropical 
sense isimpossible. For (a.) The predication is self-contradic- 
tory; if itis bread, it is not body; if body, it is not bread, svb- 
ject or predicate is out of joint. (b.) The body was not yet 
dead, by many hours. (c.) Incompatibles cannot be predi- 
cated of each other. A given substance A. cannot be changed 


ScripturalArguments 
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into a substance B. which was pre-existent before the change; 
because the change must bring B. into existence. 

Again: all will adm: that the proper sense is that in which 
the disciples comprehended the words as first 
spoken. It is impossible that they should 
have understood the bread as truly the body: 
because they saw the body handling the bread! The body 
would have been wholly in its own hand! 

Scripture calls it bread still after it is said, by Papists, tobe 
transubstantiated. 1 Cor.x:17. “All partakers of that one 
bread?’ See‘ also, 1 Cor xii26; yy 28: 

There are variations of language which are utterly incom- 
patible with a strictly literal sense. In the gospels it is said: | 
“He ‘took the cup . .: .and ‘said This*isemy, blood,’ 7&c. 
There must be here a metonomy of the cup for that which it 
contains—at least. Butin 1 Cor. xi: 25, the words are ‘“ This cup 
is the new covenant of my blood,” &c., where, if literalness is 
retained, we get the impossible and most unpopish idea, that the 
cup was the covenant. 

But passing from the exegetical, to the general argument, 

Transubstantiation @ literal transubstantiation is impossible, be- 
Absurd. (a.) Because cause it violates our senses. They all tell us 
it Violates our Senses. it is still bread and wine, by touch, taste, 
smell, sicht. The senses are the only inlets of information as 
to external facts; if we may not believe their deliberate testi- 
mony, there is an end of all acquired knowledge. This may be 
fairly stated in a stronger form: it is impossible that my mind 
can be validly taught the fact of such a transubstantiation ; for 
the only channel by which I can be taught it is the senses; and 
transubstantiation, if true, would teach me that my senses do not 
convey truth. It is just as likely that I do not hear Rome say- 
ing, ‘‘Transubstantiation is true,” when I seem to hear her, as 
that I do not see a wafer, but a Christ, when I seem to seé it. 
Nor is it any answer to say: the senses deceive us. This is only 
when hurried; and the sensible medium imp rfect, or senses 
diseased. Here all the four senses of all men, in health unani- 
mously perceive only bread and wine. 

In the second place, it is impossible to be true; because it 

(b.) It violates Rea- violates our understanding. Our mental in- 
son. No Plea to call tuitions compel us to recognize substance by 
it a Miracle. its sensible attributes. Those attributes in- 
here only in the substance, and can only be present by its pres- 
ence. It isimpossible to avoid this reference. An attribute or 
accident is relative to its substance; to attempt to conceive of 
it as separate destroys it. Again:.it is impossible for us to ab- 
stract from matter, the attributes of locality, dimension, and 
divisibility. But transub stantiation requires us to conceive of 
Christ’s body without all these. Again: it is impossible for 
matter to be ubiquitous; but Christ’s body must be so, if this 


So the Disciples must 
have Apprehended it. 
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doctrine be true. And it is vain to attempt an evasion of these 
-wo arguments from sense and reason, by pleading a great and 
mysterious miracle. For God’s omnipotence does not work 
the impossible and the natural contradiction. And whatever 
miracle has ever taken place, has necessarily been-just as de- 
pendent on human senses, for man’s cognizance of its occur- 
rence, as any common event. So that if the fundamental law 
of the senses is outraged, man is as incapable of knowing a mir- 
acle as any other thing. 

Once more the doctrine of transubstantiation contradicts 
the analogy of faith. It is incompatible with 
our Saviour’s professed attitude and intention, 
which was then to institute a sacrament. But 
Rome herself defines a sacrament as an outward sign of an in- 
visible grace. Hence Christ’s attitude and intention naturally 
lead us to regard the elementsas only signs. This is true of all 
the sacraments of Old and New.Testaments, unless this be an 
exception: and especially of the passover, on which the Supper 
was engrafted. 

Transubstantiation would utterly destroy the nature of a 
sacrament ; because, if the symbols are changed into the Christ, 
there is no sign. 

It contradicts also the doctrine of Christ’s ascension an¢ 


(c.) It violates the 
Analogy of Faith. 


~second advent. For these teach us, that He is at the Father’ 


right hand now, and will only come thence at the final consum- 
mation. 

It contradicts the doctrine of atonement, substituting a 
loathsome form of sacred (literal) cannibalism, for that faith of 
the soul, which receives the legal effects. of Christ’ S atoning suf- 
ferings as its justification... 

Transubstantiation being disproved, all elevation and wor- 

ship of the host, as well as kneeling at the 
Bamvorntonca. not sacrament, are disproved. The Episcopa’ 

reasons for the latter are, that while no change 
of the bread and wine is admitted, and no worship of them 
designed, yet the reverence, contrition and homage of the 
believer for his crucified Saviour prompt him to kneel to Christ. 
We reply, that the worship of Christ is of course proper at all 
proper times. But the attitude of worship is not proper at the 
moment when Christ expressly commands us to do something 
else than kneel. Had the paralytic, for instance, of Matt. ix : 
5, 6. when he received the order, “Arise, take up thy bed and 
go,’ insisted on kneeling just then, it would have been dis- 
obedience, and not reverence. So, when Christ calls us toa 
communion in eating together His sacramental supper, the 
proper posture is that of a guest, forthe time. If any Christian 
desires to show his homage by coming to the table from his 
knees, and returning from it to them, very wel. But let him 
not kneel, in the very act in which Christ commands him to feast. 
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Consubstantiation teaches that there is no literal change of 

4, Consubstantiation the elements, but that they remain simple 
Equally Erroneous, but bread and wine. Yet, in a mysterious and 
a eee Es te miraculous manner, there is a real presence, 
in, under, and along with them, of the whole person of Christ, 
which is literally, though invisibly, eaten along with them. 
Unworthy communicants also receive it, to their own dam- 
nation. While this doctrine is not attended with the impious 
results of transubstantiation, it is liable to nearly all the exe- 
getical, sensible, rational, and doctrinal objections. Indeed, in 
one sense, the exegetical objections are stronger; because it 
_literalness must needs be retained in the words of institution, 
hit is a less violation of language to make them mean the bread 
‘is the body, than that the bread accompanies the body. The 
Lutheran exegesis, while boasting of its faithful preservation of 
our Saviour’s language, really neither makes it literal, nor inter- 
prets it by any allowable trope. It does not outrage the under- 
standing so much, by requiring us to believe that substance can 
be separate from all its accidents; for it professes to leave the 
substance of the bread untouched. Nor is it so obnoxious to 
the last head of objections raised against transubstantiation, in 
that it does not destroy the sacramental sign. But the rest of 
my arguments apply against it, and need not be recapitulated. 


a 


LECTURE LXVIII. — 
THE LORD’S SUPPER.—Concluded. 


SYLLABUS. 


5. In what sense did Calvin hold a Real Presence? What the doctrine of Zuing- 
lius concerning it ; and what the doctrine of the Westminster Divines ? 

Calvin Inst. bk. iv, ch. 17, 9 I-11, and Commentaries. Zwinglit Ratio Fidez 

38. Dorner’s Hist. Prot. Theo., Vol. 1 3 2, ch. 3. Dr. Wm. Cunningham, 

Discussion of Ch. Prin. Conf of Faith,: .ch,.29;,, Hilly bk: sv, .ch...-7.,. Dick, 

Lect. 91. Turrettin, Loc. xix, Qu. 28. Hodge, Theol. Vol. 3, ch. 20, 3 16. 

So. Presb. Rev., Jan. 1876, Art. 6. 

6. Is the Lord’s Supper a sacrifice ? 
See Council of Frent, Sess. 13, ch. 2. Cat. Rom. pt. ii, ch. 4, Qu..53.  Tur- 
rettin, Qu. 29. Dick, Lect. 91. 
7. Are private communions admissable ? 
Cat. Rom. as above. Dick, Lect. 92. 
8. Defend the propriety of communion in both kinds. 
Cat. Rom. as above, Qu. 50, &c. Calvin Inst. bk. iv, ch. 17. Turrettin, a 25. 
9. Who should administer the Lord’s Supper ? 

Ridgley, Qu. 168 to 170, @ 2. 

10, What is the nature of the efficiency of the sacrament to worthy communi+ 
cants, and of the sin of its abuse by the unworthy ? 

Calvin Inst. bk. iv, ch. 14, especially 317. Hilland Dickas above. Knapp, 

8145. See also on whole, Knapp, 3 144, 146. 
; ‘HERE is a sense, in which all evangelical Christians 

would admit a real presence in the Lord’s Supper. The 
second Person of the Trinity being very God, 
immense and ubiquitous, is of course present 
wherever the bread and wine are distributed. 
Likewise, His operations are present, through the power of the 
Holy Ghost employing the elements as. means of grace, with all 
true believers communicating. (Matt. xviii: 20). But this is 
the only sort of presence admitted by us. 

Zwinglius, seemingly the most emancipated of all the 
Reformers from superstition and prejudice, 
taught that the sacrament is only a com- 
memorative seal, and that the human part of 
Christ’s person is not present in the sacrament, except to the 
faith of the intelligent believer. This he sustains irrefragably 
by the many passages in which we are taught that Christ’s 
humanity is ascended into the heavens, thence to return -no 
more till the end of all things. That this humanity, however 
glorified, has its wz, just as strictly as any human body; that if 
there is any literal humanity fed upon for redemption by the 
believing communicant, it must. be his passible and suffering 
humanity, while Christ’s proper humanity is now glorified; 
(which would necessitate giving Christ a double humanity); and 
that the sacramental language is tropical, as is evinced by a 
sound exegesis and the testimony of the better Fathers. The 
defect of the Zwinglian view is, that while it hints, it does not 
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distinctly enough assert, the sealing nature of the sacraments. 
- Both Romanist and Lutheran minds, accustomed to regard 
Paige vies. Prdu: the Eucharist from points of view intensely 
erly Grounded on Vital mystical, received the Zwinglian with loud 
Union to Christ; yet clamour, as being odiously bald and rational- 
Overstrains it. hanes : . . 
istic. Calvin, therefore, being perhaps some- 
what influenced by personal attachments to Melancthon, and by 
a desire to heal the lamentable dissensions of Reformed and 
Lutherans, propounded (in his Inst. and elsewhere) an inter- 
mediate view. This is, that the humanity, as well as the divinity 
of Christ, in a word, his whole person, is spiritually, yet really 
present, not to the bodily mouth, but to the souls of true com- 
municants, so that though the humanity be in heaven only, it is 
still fed on in some ineffable, yet real and literal way, by the 
souls of believers. The ingenious and acute defence of this 
strange opinion, contained in the Inst. Bk. iv: Ch. 17, proceeds 
upon this postulate, which I regard as correct, and as eminently 
illustrative of the true nature of the sacramental efficiency ; 
that the Lord’s Supper represents and applies the vital, mystical 
union of the Lord with believers. Such therefore as the vital 
union is, such must be our view of the sacrament of the Supper. 
Is the vital union then, only a secret relationship between Christ 
and the soul, instituted when faith is first exercised, and consti- 
tuted by the indwelling and operation of the Holy Ghost: or, 
is it a mysterious, yet substantial conjunction, of the spiritual 
substance, soul, to the whole substance of the mediatorial Per- 
son, including especially the humanity? In a word, does the 
spiritual vitality propagate itself in a mode strictly analogous to 
that, in which vegetable vitality is propagated from the stock 
into the graft, by actual conjunction of substance? Now Cal- 
vin answers, emphatically: the union is of the latter kind. His 
view seems to be, that not only the mediatorial Person, but 
especially the corporeal part thereof, has been established by 
the incarnation, as a sort of duct through which the inherent 
spiritual life of God, the fountain is transmitted to believers, 
through the mystical union. His arguments are, that the body 
of Christ is asserted to be our life, in places so numerous and 
emphatic (Jno. i: 1, 14; vi: 27, 33,51-59; Eph.v: 30; 1 Cor. 
vi: 15 ; Eph. iv: 16) that exegetical fidelity requires of us to 
understand by it more than a participation in spiritual indwell- 
ing and influences purchased for believers by His death; that 
the incomprehensibility of a spiritual, though true and literal, 
substantial conjunction of our souls with Christ’s flesh in heaven, 
should not lead us to reject the word of our God; and that 
faith cannot be the whole amount of the vital union of believers 
to Christ, inasmuch as it is said to be by faith. The union must 
be more than the means which constitutes it. 
Now, it is this view of Calvin, which we find Hill asserting, 
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and Dick and Cunningham denying, as the 
established doctrine of the Anglican and 
Scotch Churches, and of the Westminster 
Assembly. A careful examination of Ch. xxix : § 7, the decisive 
passage of our Confession, will show, I think, that it was the 
intention of the Westminster Assembly, while not repudiating 
Calvin’s views or phraseology in a marked and individual man- 
ner, yet to modify all that was untenable and unscriptural in it. 
It is declared that worthy communicants “ do really and indeed, 
yet not carnally and corporeally, but spiritually, receive and | 
feed upon Christ crucified and all the benefits of his death: 
the body and blood of Christ being then not corporeally or 
carnally in, with, or under the bread and wine; yet as really, 
but spiritually, present to the faith of believers,” as the elements 
themselves to their senses. Note first: that they say believer: 
receive and feed spiritually upon Christ crucified and the bene 
fits of His death; not with Calvin, on His literal flesh anc 
bload. Next, the presence which grounds this receiving, is onl) 
a presence to our faith, of Christ’s bodyand blood! Hence we 
construe the Confession we think fairly, to mean by the receiv- 
ing and feeding, precisely the spiritual actings of faith in Christ 
as our Redeemer, and on His body slain, and blood poured out, « 
as the steps of His atoning work; so that the thing which tlic 


Is Calvin’s the West- 
minster Doctrine ? 


soul actually embraces; is not the corporeal substance of Hi 
slain body and shed blood, but their Kedeeming virtue. ». Th: 
discriminating remarks of Turrettin, Qu. 28, (Introduc.) ai 


doubtless correct: and are doubtless the expression of the ver 
view the Assembly intended to embody. The human person o} 
Christ cannot be said to be present in the sense of substantive 
proximity or contact; but only in this sense; that we say a 
thing is present, when it is under the cognizance of the faculty 
naturally adapted for its apprehension. Thus the sun is called 
present in day, absent at night. He is no farther distant in 
fact; but his beams do not operate on our visual organ. Th 
blind man is said to be without light; although the rays may 
touch his sightless balls. So a mental or spiritual presence, is 
that which places the object before the cognizance of the appro- 
priate mental faculty. In this sense only, the sacrament brings 
Christ before us; that it places Him, in faith, before the cogni- 
zance of the sanctified understanding and heart. 

’ We reject the view of Calvin concerning the real presence, 
[recognizing our obligation to meet and 
account for the Scriptures he quotes, in a 
believing, and not in a rationalistic spirit]; 
first, because it is not only incomprehensible, but impossible. 
- Does it not require us to admit, in admitting the literal (though 
spiritual) reception of Christ’s corporeal part, it in a distant - 
heaven, and we on earth; that matter may exist without its 
essential attributes of locality and dimension? Have not our 


Calvin’s Proposition 
Impossible. 
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souls their “bz? They are limited, substantively, to some spot: 
within the superficies of our bodies, just as really as though 
they were material. Has not Christ’s flesh its dz, though glo- 
rified, and as much more brilliant than ours, as a diamond is 
than carboh? To my mind, therefore, there is as real a viola- 
tion of my intuitive reason, ‘in. this doctrine ; as when transub- 
stantiation requires me to believe that the flesh of Christ is 
present, indivisible and unextended, in each crumb or drop of 
the elements. Both are contrary to the laws of extension. 
And that Christ's glorified body dwells on high, no more to 
return actually to earth till the final consummation is asserted 
too plainly and frequently to be disputed. (Matt. xxvi: Ib; 
jno: xvi: 283) xvilt 195 xviey jollake ceva cts 
1: It. 
Second. The bread broken and wine poured out symbol- 
bbl is heath ize the body broken and slain, and blood | 
“aie the Body Dead > shed, by death. Now, according to Calvin, 
it is a mystical union which is sealed and 
applied in the Lord’s Supper, so as to propagate spiritual life ; 
and throughout John vi, where His life-giving flesh is so much 
spoken of, it is not the Lord’s Supper, but the believers’ union 
to Christ, which is described. Well, how unreasonable it is to 
suppose spiritual life communicated through the actual, corpo- 
real substance of Christ’s body, at the very stage at which the 
body is itself lifeless? 
Third. While the Old Testament believers had not the 
Old Testament identical sacraments which we have, they 
Saints could not Share had the same kind of spiritual life, nourished 
- in the same way. (See Rom. iv: 5; Heb. 
xi, and especially 1 Cor. x: 1-4). Here the very same figure 
is employed—that of eating and drinking. How could this be 
an eating of His flesh, when that flesh was not yet in existence ? 
This remark brings that theory of the »mystical union, 
on which the Romish, the Lutheran, and the patristic doctrines 
of the “real presence rest,” to a decisive test. Were Old Tes- 
tament saints saved in the same gospel way with us? Yes. 
Then that theory which makes the theanthropic Person the 
corporeal duct of spiritual life, is not true: for when they were 
saved, there was no theanthropic Person. 
Fourth. The sixth chapter of John contains many inter- 
; . = = habmvarks) by which the feeding om Christus 
gjthe Conjunction is identified with faith, and His flesh is shown 
imply Belieying. 
to be only a figure for the benefits of His 
redemption. The occasion—the miracle of feeding the thous- 
ands with five loaves and two fishes, and the consequent pursuit 
of Christ by the multitude, made it very natural that Christ 


‘should adopt the figure of an eating of food, to represent 


receiving Him. Verse 29 shows that eating is simply believing; 
for had Calvin’s sense been true, our Saviour would not have 
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said so emphatically, that believing was the work of God. In 
verse 35, again, it is implied that the eating is but coming, i. e., 
believing. So, verses 40, 47 with 50. -In verse 53, we have 
language which is as destructive of a spiritual feeding on the 
literal body in the sacraments, as of a corporeal; for in either 
case it would be made to teach the unscriptural doctrine, that a 
soul cannot be saved without the sacraments. In verses 63, 
our Saviour plainly interprets His own meaning.  Christ’s 
omniscience having shown Him that the hearers were miscon- 
cieving His words, as of a literal and corporeal eating; He here 
proceeds to correct that mistake. His scope may be thus par- 
aphrased: “Are your minds so gross as to suppose that salva- 
tion is to be attained by a literal eating of the Saviour’s 
material flesh? No wonder you are scandalized by so gross an 
idea! Is it not a sufficient proof of its erroneousness, that in a 
few months you are to see the Redeemer’s person (divine and 
corporeal) ascend to the heavens from which the eternal. Word 
descended? Of course, that utter seclusion of His material 
body from the militant Church sufficiently explodes every idea 
of a material presence and literal eating. But besides: all 
such notions misconceive the true nature of redemption. This 
is a spiritual work; no material flesh can have any profitable 
agency to promote it, as it is a propagation of life in the soul; 
the agency must be spiritual : not physical. And the vehicle 
of that agency is the gospel word, not any material flesh, how- 
ever connected with the redeeming Person. The thing you 
lack, is not any such literal. eating (a thing as useless as impos- 
sible) but true, living faith .on Christ.” (Verses 60-64). The 
best proof of the justice of this exposition is its perfect coher- 
ency with the context. Calvin (Com. zz loco) labours hard, but 
unsuccessfully, to make the passage bear another sense, which 
would not be fatal to the peculiar feature of his theory. And 
the whole tenour of Scripture (e. g. Matt. xv : 17, 18), is 
unfavourable to the conception of the moral condition of the 
soul’s being made dependent on a reception of corporeal sub- 
stance. 
Tuasta(See.1 Cor. xii 27; 29)... Fhe) destructive, effects, of 

Cate Te ebidistent unworthy communicating are here described 
with Results of Unwor- in terms which plainly make this mischief 
thy, abn. the counterpart of the benefit which the true 
believer derives, by proper communicating. Now, if this latter 
is an access of spiritual life through a substantial (though spiri- 
tual) reception of Christ’s Person, the former must be a propa- 
gation of spiritual death, through the poisonous effects of this 
same Person, substantively present to the soul. But, says Cal- 
vin, with obvious correctness, the unbelieving communicant 
does not get the Person of Christ into contact with his soul at 
all! The thing he guiltily does, is the keeping of Christ away 
from his soul totally, by his unbelief. 
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Here we may appropriately answer the tenth question. 
We hold that the Lord’s Supper is a means 
of grace; and the scriptural conception of 
this phrase explains the manner in which the 
sacrament is efficacious to worthy communicants. It sets forth 
the central truths of redemption, in a manner admirably 
adapted to our nature sanctified; and these truths, applied by 
the Holy Ghost, are the instruments of sanctification and spiri- 
tual life, in a manner generically the same with, though in 
degree more energetic, than the written and spoken word. So, 
the guilt of the unbelieving communicant is not one inevitably 
damning; but it is the guilt of Christ’s rejection; it is the guilt 
of doing despite to the crucified Saviour by whom he should 
have been redeemed; and this under circumstances of pecu- 
liar profanity. But the profanation varies according to the 
decree of conscious hypocrisy, and the motive of the act. 

In conclusion of this head, I would remark that all these 
objections to that modified form of the real presence which 
Calvin held, apply @ fortiori, to the grosser doctrines of the 
Lutheran and Romanist. The intelligent student can go over 
the application himself. 

Rome asserts most emphatically that the Lord’s Supper is 

6. Is the Supper a @ proper and literal sacrifice; in which the 
Sacrifice? Rome’s elements, having become the very body, 
degimmen ts. blood, human spirit, and divinity of Christ, 
are again offered to God upon the altar; and the transaction is 
thus a repetition of the very sacrifice of the cross, and avails to 
atone for the sins of the living, and of the dead in purgatory. 
And all this is dependent on the priest’s intention. After the 
authority of Church Fathers and councils, which we set aside 
with a simple denial, Rome argues from Scripture, that Christ 
was a priest after the order of Melchizedek; but He presented as 
priest, bread and wine as an oblation to God, and then made 
Abraham communicate in it: That Christ is a “priest forever,” 
and therefore must have a perpetually recurring sacrifice to pre- 
sent: That Malachi (i: 11), predicts the continuance of a Chris- 
tian sacrifice among the Gentiles, under the New Testament. 
That the words of institution: ‘‘This is My body which is 
broken for you,’ when taken literally, as they ought to be, 
imply a sacrifice, because the bread, having become the veri- 
table body, must be whatever the body is; but the body is 
there a sacrifice. And that Paul (1 Cor. x: 21), contrasts the 
Lord’s table with that of devils (i. e., idols). But the latter was 
confessedly a table of sacrifice, whence the former must be so. 
But the true argument with Rome for teaching this doctrine, is 
that of Acts xix : 25; they “know that by this craft they have 
their wealth.” The great necessity of the human soul, awakened 
by remorse, or by the convincing Spirit of God, isatonement. By 
making this horrible and impious invention, Rome has brought 
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the guilty consciences of miserable sinners under her dominion, 
in order to make merchandise of their sin and fear. While 
nothing can transcend the unscripturalness of the doctriue of 
Transubstantiation, I regard this of the sacrifice of the Mass as 
the most impious and mischievous of all the heresies of Rome. 

In answer to her pretended scriptural arguments: There 
is not one word of evidence that the bread 
and wine of Melchizedek, if even an obla- 
tion, were a sacrifice. Does Rome mean to represent the sac- 
rament of the Lord’s Supper as in exercise 1400 years before 
Christ had any body to commemorate? Christ’s priesthood is 
perpetual; but it is perpetuated, according to Hebrews, in His 
function of intercession, which He continually performs in the 
heavenly Sanctuary. And besides: it is a queer way to per- 
petuate His priestly functions, by having a line of other priests 
offer Him as the victim of their sacrifices! Rome replies, that 
her priest, in offering, acts in Christ’s room, and speaks in His 
name. Such impiety is not strange on the part of Rome. We 
set aside the whole dream by demanding, where is the evidence 
that Christ has ever called one of His ministers a priest, or dep- 
utized to him this function ? The prediction of Malachi is obvi- 
ously to be explained by the remark, that he foretells the prev- 
alence of Christian institutions among the Gentiles, in terms 
and imagery borrowed from Jewish rites. The same bungling 
interpretation which Rome makes here, would equally prove 
from Is. ii: 1, 4, that the great annual feasts at. Jerusalem are 
to be personally attended by all the people of Europe, Aus- 
tralia, America, &c.; and from Is. lvi: 7, that not only the “un- 
bloody offering of the Mass,” but literal burnt offerings shall be 
presented under the New Testament by the Gentiles. By dis- 
proving the transubstantiation of the bread, we have already 
overthrown the argument founded on it. And last: it is evi- 
dently an overstraining of the Apostle’s words, to infer from 
1 Cor. x: 21, that the thing literally eaten at the Lord’s table 
must be a.literal sacrifice. Since the elements eaten are the 
symbols of the divine: sacrifice, there is in this an abundant 
ground for the Apostle’s parallel. And moreover, when the 
Pagans met after the sacrifice, to eat of the body of the victim, 
the table was not an altar, nor was the act a sacrificial one. 

The direct refutation of this dogma has been so well exe- 
cuted by Calvin, Turrettin, and other Prot- 
estants, that nothing more remains, than to 
collect and state in their proper order the 
more important arguments. The silence of the Scripture isa 
just objection to it; because the burden of proof properly lies 
on those who assert the doctrine. The circumstances of the 
first administration of the Supper exclude all sacrificial charac- 
ter. No one will deny that this sacrament must bear the same 
meaning and character in all subsequent repetitions, which 
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Christ gave itatfirst. But on that night, it could not be a sac- 
rifice, because His sacrifice was not yet made. Christ was as 
yet unslain. Nothing was offered to God; but on the contrary, 
Christ gave the elements to man: whereas, in a proper sacri- 
fice, it is man that offers to God. Not one of the proper traits. 
or characteristics of a true sacrifice is present. There is no vic- 
tim, shedding His blood; and “without the shedding of blood 
is no remission.” ‘There is no sacrificial act whatever; and this 
is especially fatal to Romanists; because the only oblation to 
God, which can by any pretext be found in the history of the 
institution in Scripture, is that of the eucharistic prayer. But, 
say they, the transubstantiation does not take place till after 
this, in the pronouncing of the words of institution. There 
is no, death and consumption of a victim by fire; for the only 
thing like a killing is the breaking of the bread: but according 
to Romanists, this occurred in our Saviour’s institution, before 
the transubstantiation. Again: The mere fact that the Supper 
is a sacrament is incompatible with its being a sacrifice; for the 
nature of the two is dissimilar. True, the passover was both, 
but this was at different stages. But we object with yet more 
emphasis, that the doctrine is impiously derogatory to Christ’s 
one priesthood and sacrifice, and to the sufficiency thereof, as 
asserted in Scripture. Christ is sole priest. (1 Tim. ii: 5; 
Heb. vii : 24; ix : 12), and He offers one sacrifice, which neither 
needs ‘nor admits repetition: (Hebivil; 27 }\ax 225i Ki 
IO, 12, 14 and 26 with ix : 12-14). 

Protestants deny the propriety of private communions. 
because they deny that the Supper is a sac- 
rifice. It is a commemoration of Christ’s 
death, and shows forth His death. There 
should therefore be fellow communicants to whom to show it 
forth, or at least spectators. It is a communion, representing 
our membership in the common body of Christ. Hence to cel- 
ebrate it when no members are present to participate is an 
abuse. The motive for desiring private communion is usually 
superstitious, and therefore our Church does wisely in refusing it. 

The grounds on which Rome withholds the cup from the 
laity may be seen stated in the Council of 
Trent, and cited in Dick. They are too 
trivial to need refutation. It is enough to 
say that the assertion that the bread by itself is a whole sac- 
rament, because the blood is in the body, is false. For it is the 
' very nature of the Lord’s Supper to signify, that the blood is 
not in the body, having been poured out from it in death. We 
might justly ask: Why is not the bread alone sufficient for the 
priests also, if it is a whole sacrament? The outrage upon 
Christ’s institute is peculiarly glaring, because the injunction to 
give the cup to the communicants is as clear and positive as to 
observe the sacrament at all. And our Saviour, as. though 
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foreseeing the abuse, in Mark xiv: 23, and Matt xxvi: 27, has 
emphatically declared that all who eat are also to drink. This 
innovation of Rome is comparatively modern; being not more 
against the Word of God, than against the voice and usage of 
Christian antiquity. It presents one of the strongest examples 
of her insolent arrogance both towards her people and God. 
The true motive, doubtless, is, to exalt the priesthood into a 
superior caste. 

9g. For the answer to this, see Lectures on the Sacraments 
in General. Qu. I0. 


LECTURE LXIX. 
DEATH OF BELIEVERS. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. Why does Death befall Justified persons ? 
Dick, Lect. 80. Ridgley, Qu. 84. Knapp, Theol. 2 147. 
2. Review the Arguments for the Immortality of the soul. 
Butler's Analogy. pt. i. Turrettin, Loc. v,Qu. 14. Dick asabove. Ridgley, 
Qu. 86. Breckinridge’s Theol., Vol. 1. bk. i, ch. 6. 
- . 3. What benefits do believers receive at Death? Is entire sanctification one of 
them ? 
Dick, Lect. 81. Ridgley, Qu. 86. Knapp, as above. 
4. Are any Souls detained in-any other place (as a Hades, &c.) than Heaven and 
Hell? 
Turrettin, Loc. xii, Qu. 11. Hodge, pt. iv, ch. i 91, 3. Knapp, as above, 
5. Is the Soul Conscious and Active, between Death and the Resurrection ? 
Hodge, as above 3 2. Dick, Lect. 81. Ridgley, Qu. 86. Dr. Jno. Miller, 
Questions raised by the Bible, pt.i. ‘* Last Things,” by Dr. Gardiner Spring 


[)EATH is undoutedly a penal evil; and not merely a 

natural law, as Socinians and Pelagians teach. This we 
He Weed ie'a Penal’ Have valready>'showa) ‘by «the: Bible, (Gen: 
Evil. Why Then In- ii 173 fii: 17-19;'v:3; Rom: v:12, 14), 
flicted on the Justified? and by the obvious reasoning, that the benev- 
olence and righteousness, with the infinite power of God, would 
combine to prevent any suffering to His moral creatures while 
free from guilt. Man enters life now, subject to the whole pen- 
alty of death, including temporal physical evils, spiritual death, 
and bodily death; and this is the consequence of Adam’s fall 
through our federal connection with him. From spiritual death, 
all believers are delivered at their regeneration. Physical evils 
and bodily death remain; and inasmuch as the latter was a 
most distinctive and emphatic retribution for sin, the question 
is, how it comes to be inflicted on those who are absolutely 
justified in Christ. On the one hand, bodily death was a penal 
infliction. Onthe other hand, we have taught that believers 
are justified from all guilt, and are required to render no penal 
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satisfaction whatever. (Rom. v:1; Heb. x: 14, &c.) Yet all 
believers die ? 

Now this question is very inadequately met by such views 

as these: That this anomaly is no greater 
ese and True An- than many others in the divine dealings; e 

g., the continuance of imperfection and 
indwelling sin so many years in believers, or their subjection to 
the malice of evil men and demons. That the destruction of 
the body is necessary to a perfect sanctification; a thing shown 
to be untrue in the cases of Enoch, Elijah, the human soul of 
Christ, and all the believers who shall be on earth at the last 
consummation; or, that the natural law of mortality, and the 
rule of God’s kingdom, that men must “ walk by faith, not by ~ 
sight,” would -both be violated, if so visible a difference were 
placed between saints and sinners, as the entire exemption of 
the former from bodily death. These are partial explanations. 
The true answer is, that although believers are fully justified, 
yet according to that plan of grace which God has seen fit to 
adopt, bodily death is’'a necessary and wholesome chastisement 
for the good of the believer’s soul. If this postulate can be 
shown to be correct, the occurrence of death to the justified 
man will fall into the same class with all other paternal chas- 
tisements, and will receive the same explanation. 

Let us then recall some principles which were established 
in our defence of our view of the Atone- 
ment against Romanists, &c. First. A chas- 
tisement, while God’s motive in it is only. 
benevolent, does not cease to be, to the believer, a natural evil. 
We may call it a blessing in disguise; but the Christian smart- 
ing under it feels, that if this language means that it is nota 
real evil, it is a mere play upon words. The accurate statement 
is, that God wisely and kindly exercises in chastisements His 
divine prerogative of bringing good out of evil. Bodily death - 
does not cease to be to the believer a real natural evil in itself, 
and to be feared and felt as such. Second. Hence, chastise- 
ment is a means of spiritual benefit appropriate only to sinning 
children of God. It would not be just, for instance, that God 
should adopt chastisements as a means to advance Gabriel, who 
never had any guilt, to some higher stage of sanctified capaci- 
ties and blessedness; because where there is no guilt there is no 
suffering. Third. Still, God’s motive in chastising the believer 
is not at all retributive, but wholly beneficent; whereas His 
retributions of the guilty are intended, not primarily to benefit 
them, but to satisfy righteousness. Here then is the distinctive 
difference between Rome and us; that we hold, while the 
sufferings endured in chastisements have a reference to our sin- 
ful and guilty condition, in the believer's case they are neither 
paid by him, nor received by God, as any penal satisfaction 
whatever for guilt: that satisfaction is wholly paid by our surety. 


Ground ane Nature of 
Chastisements. 
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Heb. xii : 6-10 ; Rom. viii : 18-28 ; 2 Cor. iv: 17: with Rom. 
viii : 33; Ps. citi: 12; Micah vii: 19. Whereas, Rome teaches 
that penitential sufferings of believers go to complete the actual 
penal satisfaction for the reatum pane, \eft incomplete by 
Christ. 

Fourth. The use of such means of sanctification is compatible 
with divine justice, although an infinite vica- 
rious satisfaction is made for our guilt by our 
surety; because, as we saw, a vicarious Satis- 
faction is not a commercial equivalent for our guilt; alegal ten- 
der such as brings our Divine Creditor under a righteous obli- 
gation to cancel our whole indebtedness. But His acceptance 
of it as a legal satisfaction was, on His part, an act of pure 
grace; and therefore the acceptance acquits us just so far as, 
and no farther than, God is pleased to allow it. And we learn 
from His word, that He has been pleased to accept it just thus 
far; that the believer shall be required to pay no more penal 
satisfaction to the broken law; yet shall be liable to such suffer- 
ing of chastisements as shall be wholesome for his own improve- 
ment, and appropriate to his sinning condition. 

Now then, does bodily death subserve the purposes of a 
wholesome and sanctifying chastisement ? 
I answer, most eminently. The prospect of 
it serves, from the earliest day when it begins 
to stir the sinners conscience to a wholesome seriousness, 


How Compatible with 
Satisfaction for Sin. 
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fying Chastisement. 


through all his convictions, conversion, Christian warfare, to 


humble the proud soul, to mortify carnality, to check pride, to 
foster spiritual mindedness. It is the fact that sicknesses are 
premonitions of death, which make them active means of sancti- 
fication. Bereavements through the death of friends form 
another valuable class of disciplinary sufferings. Now that 
death may be actually in prospect, death must actually occur. 
And when the closing scene approaches, no.doubt in every case 
where the believer is conscious, the pains of its approach, the 
solemn thoughts and emotions it suggests, are all used by the 
Holy Ghost as powerful means of sanctification to ripen the 
soul rapidly for Heaven. J doubt not, that when we take into 
view the whole moral influences of the life-long prospect of our 
own deaths, the prospect ‘and occurrence of bereavement by 
death of friends, the pungent efficiency given to sickness by its 
connection with death, as well as the actual influences of the 
closing scene, we shall see that all other chastisements put 
together, are far less efficacious in checking inordinate affection 
and sanctifying the soul: yea, that without this, there would be 
no efficacious chastisement at all left in the world. <A race of 
sinners must be a race of mortals; Death is the only check (of 
the nature of means) potent enough fo prevent depravity from 
breaking out with a power which would make the state of the 
world perfectly intolerable! Another reason for inflicting death 
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on justified believers may be found in 1 Peter iv: 12, 13. It is 
the supreme test of the power of faith. Death is the greatest 
of temporal and natural evils, abhorrent to the strongest instincts 
of man’s nature, and involving the maximum of natural losses 
and privations. If faith and grace can overcome this enemy, 
and extract his sting, then indeed have we a manifestation of 
their virtue, which is transcendent. As Christ, our Captain of 
salvation, gave that supreme evidence of His love and devotion, 
so it is most appropriate that His people should present the 
like evidence of the power of His Spirit and principles in them. 
It is thus we become “ partakers of His sufferings,” and assist 
in signalizing His victory over death. 

Yet, as the afflictions of the righteous differ much from 

>. Death a Means of the torments of the wicked, this is peculiarly 
Glory to Saint, Unmix- true of their deaths. Tothe impenitent man, 
Se eee Sr death is full of the sting of sin. In the case 
of the saint, this sting is extracted by redemption. There may 
not be the abounding triumphs of spiritual joy; but if the 
believer is conscious, he usually enjoys a peace, which controls 
and calms the agitations of the natural feelings recoiling from 
death. Inthe case of the sinner, the horror of dying is made 
up of two sets of feelings, the instinctive love of life, with the 
natural affections which tie him to the earth; and evil con- 
science with dread of future retributions. And the latter is 
often predominant in the sinner’s anguish. But in the case of 
the saint it is removed; and death is only an evil in the appre- 
hension of the former feelings. Second: to the sinner, death 
is the beginning of his utter misery; to the saint it is the usher, 
(a dreaded one indeed) into his real blessedness. ‘ By it the 
death in sins and bondage of depravity are fixed upon the sinner 
irrevocably: but the saint is delivered by it from all his indwell- 
ing sins. Death removes the sinner forever from God, from 
partial gospel privileges and communions. But to the saint, it 
is the means of breaking down the veil, and introducing him 
into the full fruition and vision of God. 

See Shorter Cat: Ou. 37/- Three benefits-are here -men- 

3. Benefits Received tioned as received from Christ at the believ- 
by Saint at Death—1. er’s death: perfect sanctification, immediate 
Complete Sanctifcation. entrance into glory, and the prospect of a 
bodily resurrection. 

We take up here, the first, postponing the others for sepa- 
rate discussion; and assuming for the time, the implied truth of 
the immortality of the soul. The complete sanctification of 
believers at death would hardly be denied by any, who admitted 
that their souls entered at once into the place of our Saviour’s 
glorified residence, and of God’svisible throne. It is those who 
teach a separate state, a transmigration, or Hades, or pur- 
gatory, or sleep in the grave, who deny the immediate sanctifi- 
cation of souls. For, the attributes of God and heaven are 
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such as obviously to require perfect purity of all who dwell 
there. Let the student bear this in mind, and have in view the 
truth to be hereafter established, that the souls of believers 
‘do immediately pass into glory.” The place is holy, and 
debars the approach of all moral impurity. (Rev: xxi: 27). 
The inhabitants, the holy angels are pure, and could not appro- 
priately admit the companionship of one tainted with indwelling 
sin. True; they now fly forth to “minister to them who shall 
be the heirs of salvation;’ but this is nota companionship. The 
King of that world is too pure to receive sinners to His bosom. 
He does indeed condescend, by His Holy Ghost, into the pol- 
luted breasts of sinners on earth; but this is a far different 
thing from a public, full and final admission of sin into the place 
Giaiiseholinessa OeedL, Peter i xasy-16; sev : ae xv. 2 os. 
vi: 5. The blessedness of the redeemed is incompatible with 
any remaining imperfection (Rev. xxi: 4). For wherever there 
is sin, there must be suffering. And last, this glorious truth is 
plainly asserted in the word of God. Heb. xii: 23; Eph. v: 
270) OD Lat OF. * 

How this sanctification is wrought, we may not tell. Recall 
the remark made when sanctification was dis- 
Boly's Death, ’Y cussed; that it is not mysticism, nor gnosti- 

cism, nor asceticism, to ascribe its completion 
to our release from the body, as a convenient occasion. Bodily 
appetites are the occasions of the larger part of most men’s 
sins: as the bodily members are the instruments of all their 
overt sins. How natural, then, that when these are removed, 
God should finally remove sin? The agent of this work is still, 
no doubt, the Holy Spirit. 

I have already remarked that all these views presuppose 
that immortality which is brought to light 
in the gospel. It has always seemed to me 
that the Bible treats the question of man’s 
immortality, as it does that of God’s existence ; assumes it as 
an undisputed postulate. Hence the debate urged. by War- 
burton and his opposers, whether Moses taught a future exist- 
ence, seems to me preposterous. To dispute that he did, flies 
into the very teeth of Scripture. (Matt. xxii: 32; Heb. ii 
16,20 4uand:in Pentateuch,; Gen: v.; 22424 ;> Gem Sev 255% xxv: 
oa a) xX XV1II 35); Juderih4, MeaMiNeamb, .xx 7 24 
xxvii: 13. All religion and even all morality imply a future 
existence. But our Saviour, whose purpose it was to reaffirm 
the truths of Old Testament Revelation, and of natural Religion, 
which had been obscured by the perverse skepticism of men, 
does teach man’s immortality with peculiar distinctness and 
fullness. The reader may consult for instance, Matt. x: 28 ; 
Teaike evi 20S eNiettxx 3.3355 exuto ‘thecend s.\Jno.-yv 2243 
Wit SL kit 254) xo.) 25)5 2: Gore 2 1=107s1112 Cor. xv Eo&e 
This may perhaps be a part of the Apostle’s meaning, when he 
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says, (2 Tim. i: 10) that Christ “hath brought life and immor- 
tality to light in the gospel.” But it would certainly be a great 
abuse of his meaning, to understand from him that Christ was 
the first adequately to teach that there is an immortal existence. 
Paul speaks rather, as the context clearly shows, (‘hath abol- 
ished death,’’) of spiritual life and a happy immortality which 
Christianity procures. And it is the glory of the religion of the 
Bible to have clearly made this known to man. 
It may be well to note that the immortality of the Bible is 
ii allanions ats that of the whole man, body and soul; and 
ands Botey herein God’s word transcends entirely all the 
guesses of natural reason. And this future 
existence implies the continuance of our consciousness, memory, 
mental, and personal identity; of the same soul in the same 
body, (after the resurrection). There must be also the essential 
and characteristic exercises of our reasonable and moral nature, 
with an unbroken continuity. For if the being who is to live, 
and be affected with weal or woe by my conduct here, is not the 
I, who now act, and hope, and fear, that future existence is of 
small moment to me. 

It may not be amiss here, to review the amount of light 
| which natural reason has been able to collect 
concerning man’s future existence. Since the 
resurrection of the body is purely a doc- 
trine of revelation, of which reason could not have any surmise 
(witness the Pagan philosophies), the question must be discussed 
rationally as a question concerning the immortality of the soul 
only. All that natural experience ever sees of the body is its 
death, dissolution, and seemingly irreparable destruction. But 
since the soul is the true seat of sensation, knowledge, emotion, 
merit, and will, the assertion of its immortality is far the most 
important doctrine of man’s future existence. The various 
opinions of men on this subject, who had no revelation, maybe | 
seen stated in Knapp’s Theol. § 149, viz : materialism (Epicurus,) 
transmigrations, (Brahmins Pythagoras, and some Jews, ) re- 
absorption into the zav (Stoic Pantheists), and separate dis- 
embodied immortality (Plato, &c). Among the many reason- 
ings advanced by ancients and moderns, these following seem to 
me to have probable weight. 

(a) The consensus populorum, especially when we consider 
how naturally man’s sensuous nature and evil conscience might . 
incline him to neglect the truth. 

(b) The analogy of the fact, that man and all other living 
things obviously experience several stages ; first the fwzus, then 
infant, then adult. It is natural to expect other stages. (Butler). 

(c) A present existence raises a presumption of continued 
existence, (as the sun’s rising, that it will rise again) unless there 
is something in the body’s dissolution to destroy the probability. 
But is there? No. For body-sleeps while soul wakes. Body 
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may waste, fattéfi, be amputated, undergo flux of particles, loss 
of sensible organs, while soul remains identical. In sensation, 
the soul only uses the organs of sense, as one might feel with a 
stick, or see through a glass. The more essential operations of 
spirit, conception, memory, comparison, reasoning, &c., are only 
related to bodily functions, if at all; as causes to effects: 
whence we conclude that the essential subsistence of the soul 
is independent of the body. (Butler). 

(d) The soul is simple, a mozad, as is proved by conscious- 
ness. But there is not a particle of analogy, in the universe, to 
show that it is probable God will annihilate any substance He 
has created. The only instances of destruction we see, are 
those of disorganization of the complex. (Butler: Brown). 

(e) The soul has higher powers than any of God’s terres- 
trial works; strange that the brute, earth, and even elephants, 
eagles, and geese should be more long-lived! It has a capacity 
for mental and moral development beyond any which it attains 
in this life. God has ordained that all things else should fulfill 
the ends of their existence. It can know and glorify God: 
strange that God, making all things for His own glory, should 
make His rational servants such that the honour derived from 
them must utterly terminate. 

-(f) Conscience points directly to a superior moral Ruler, 
and a future existence, with its retributions. 

(g) The unequal distribution of retributions here on earth, 
coupled with our confidence in the righteousness of God, 
compels a belief in a future existence, wheré all shall be 
equalized. a : 

We have asserted it, as the doctrine of the Bible, that 
the souls of believers do pass immediately 
into glory. In opposition to this, there are 
some, among the professed believers in the 
Bible, who hold some kind of intermediate state, in which the 
souls of all, saints and sinners, are detained. The opinions of 
this kind may be ranked under three heads: 1. That of the 
Romish Purgatory, which has been already discussed. 2. That 
of the Jewish Hades, held by some Rabbins and Prelatists, 
early and modern; and 3d. That of the ancient Socinians and 
modern Thomasites, who hold that the’ soul will sleep uncon- 
scious until the body’s resurrection. The second of these 
opinions will be the subject of the present section ; and the 
the third, of the fifth and last. 

The Jewish doctrine seems to have been, that the souls of 
departed men do not pass at once into their 
ultimate abode; but into the invisible world, 
* deons Syeps where they await their final doom, until the final con- 
summation, in a state of partial and negative blessedness or 
misery, respectively. This Hades has two departments, that of 
the blessed, Paradise, or the Bosom of Abraham, and that of 
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the lost, Tartarus. But this Paradise is far short of the heavens: 
proper in blessedness, as well as different in locality, and this 
Tartarus far less intolerable than Gehenna, or hell proper. The 
following passages were supposed by them to favor this opinion: 
Gen. XXxvi 335.3, xlib.38 3‘OGo, downto: Hades; .t Samuel 
XXVill: II, r4and 1g: “An old man cometh up,” “ Be with me 
to-morrow :” Zech. ix: 11; where it is supposed the souls are 
in a place slikeé.a dry) pi; Bee vigsoig Pek evi hi Snes aiee, 
cxliii: 3; where the state of the dead is described seem- 
ingly as a senseless and negative one. And some Papists have 
supposed that their kindred notion of a Lzmbus patrum found 
support in Luke xvi: 23; inthat Dives and Lazarus:seem to be 
near enough to each other, to converse. This, they suppose, 
proves that both are in the same “under-world.” They quote 
also Eccles. ix : 5, 6,and similar passages, which seem to teach 
the state of the dead to be one of inactivity and negation. 

The reply to this Jewish and patristic notion must proceed 
on the postulate, that they both misunder- 
stand the Scriptures ; the Fathers and Pre- 
latists following the errors of the Rabbins. 
One general remark to be made is, that when the Old Testa- 
ment seems to speak of the spirit-world, as a place of darkness 
and inaction, it evidently speaks “ad sensum.’ It is thus 
that the dead appear to us: As to terrestrial interests, their 
activities and knowledge are ended. These passages are not to 
be strained to deny that souls enter upon new, spiritual activi- 
ties, beyond the sphere of human experience. 

1. The general drift of Scriptures certainly teaches, that 
at death man’s probation ends. ‘“ As the tree falleth, so it shall 
lie,” pee -also,s Rew xxii Lay Now ewhyeshonuld: thesfuttire 
career and destiny of souls be thus held in abeyance and sus- 
pense, so many ages after probation ends? The intrinsic activ- 
ity of the soul, as well as the propriety of the result, makes it 
probable that the reward, either for good or evil, will begin as 
soon as it is completely secured. 

2. The death of believers is, in both Testaments, repre- 
sented as an entrance upon their rest. See, for instance, Is. 
lvii: 1, 2. So the death of sinners is the beginning of their 

judgment._,-Heb, 1x, 27. 
: 3. To this agree the expectations of the Apostle Paul, 2 
Cor. v: 4,8; Phil. i: 21-24. To be “absent from the body is 
to be present with the Lord.” He anticipates no interval. 
Again: while to live is Christ to him; “to die is gain.” Were 
the Rabbinical doctrine true, death, as compared with a Chris- 
tian and fruitful life, would be comparative loss. Especially 
would it have been impossible for the apostle to be “in a 
strait,” betwixt the desires of living and dying, if he had sup- 
posed that the choice was between the active life of an apostle, 
yielding constant good to men and glory to God, as well as 
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rich enjoyment, amidst his tribulations, of spiritual happiness ; 
and the empty, silent, useless, expectant existence of a melan- 
choly ghost in the Hades of the fanciful Jews. 

4. This is expressly confirmed by the history of the dead 
saints which is given us in Scripture. On the mount of trans- 
figuration, Moses and Elijah are seen already in glory. Of 
Moses, at least it may be said, that he died a real corporeal 
deaths: Again: an donkey xvii 2e5 to*cend: i Lazarus? is) “ain 
Abraham’s bosom,” he ‘‘is comforted ;”’ while Dives is in the 
fire of “torment,” in the actual receipt of his penal retribution. 
When we compare Matt. viii: 11, we see that Abraham is in 
“the kingdom of heaven” which here, evidently means heaven. 
Again: Christ promises the converted robber: “ This day shalt 
thou be with Me in Paradise.” That Paradise is the heaven of 
bliss, and not some limbus in a Jewish Hades, is clear from 2 
Cor amips2—A and Rev. iisjoo- It: isthessameas- the © third 
heaven.” It isthe place where Christ abides in glory, and the 
treesor ite’ 1s found. So. in Reve xiv 13.) Those who die in 
the Lord are blessed from the date of their death (for such is 
the only tenable rendering of the “ from henceforth,” dz’ dptz.). 
So Heb. xii : 23, the spirits of the just were already made per- 
fect, and denizens, with the angels, of “the city of the living 
God, the heavenly Jerusalem,” when that Epistle was written. 

The consistent exposition of the much criticized passe” 
(ehekemil sg tOw2O, nay bersecn miéct) 38. 

The other unscriptural theory which we promised tis 

notice is, that the soul sleeps, or remains 

5. Theories of Sleep : . f ‘ 

opine Soult without consciousness; or at least, without 
external activities, from death to the resur- 

rection. This is held in several forms: The early followers of 
Socinus, while not denying to the human spirit all conscious- 
ness during its disembodied state, taught that, without its sense- 
organs, it could have no intercourse with any being out of itself. 
Thus, they supposed it spent the interval in a state of fruitless: 
insulation. Again, there have been many, who while asserting 
fully the substantive existence of spirit as distinct from matter, 
supposed that it could not exist ur act separate from matter. 
They taught that finite spirit cannot be related to space, or be 
possessed of any consciousness, save through its incorporation. 
Hence they must either hold that spirit, immediately upon the 
death of the body, is united to an etherial, but still, an organ- 
ized investment; as Swedenborg, (who also taught that the soul 
never receives, by any farther resurrection, any other incorpora- 
tion) or they hold that all spiritual functions must remain in 
abeyance, until the bodily organism is reconstructed. To this 
view, even Isaac Taylor and Archbishop Whately seem to have 
leaned. Others, again, are materialists: They regard spirit 
not as a substance, but only as a function. If this be all, then 
of course, when the material structure shall be dissolved, spirit 
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will cease, as truly as sound when the harp-string is burned. 
The modern speculations of the Evolutionists, who are also 
materialists, seek to remove the just odium attaching to their 
doctrine, by elevating the matter with which they have identi- 
fied our spirits into something immaterial. Having denied the 
substantiality of spirit, they proceed also to deny the substanti- 
ality of matter: and reduce both to forms of energy proceeding 
(if they be theists) as they say, from God; or, (if they be 
atheists) merely different modifications of one eternal, self- 
existent Force. The doctrine of this school is: that the earli- 
est “dust of the earth is a divine efficiency; and then life 
another ; and then thought another; and then conscience mote; 
all bred of God, and yet dependent back the one upon the 
other.” This obviously, if it is not atheism, is pantheism; for 
the only personality recognized, if any be 
recognized, is God’s? Those who attempt to 
reconcile these speculations with Scripture, although they flout 
the immortality of the soul, yet promise us a personal, or incor- 
porate immortality, through a bodily resurrection guaranteed 
by God, and omnipotently wrought at Christ’s final advent. 
Such an expectation is obviously an excrescence on their sys- 
tem, so heterogeneous to it, that we may very confidently 
anticipate its final rejection by those who now hold it. The 
logical and natural sequel to be drawn from their scheme is 
annihilation. Once teach men there is no substantive spirit, by 
whose mental identity the continuity of our being is preserved, 
while the body is scattered in dust; and the promise of a res- 
surrection becomes to them meaningless and absurd. ‘The 
whole basis for future rewards and penalties is gone. There is 
no more real identity between the mind that sinned here, and 
the new mind that arises there, than there is between the weed 
of this year bred of the vegetable mould which resulted from 
the rotting of the weed of last year. It is not one wee: but 
two. 

I shall not consume time by repeating the evidences of 
man’s substantive spirituality; inasmuch as they have been 
twice briefly stated in this course, and more fully and impreg- 
nably established in my Discussion of the Sensualistic Philoso- 
phy of the Nineteenth Century. There are those, however, 
who admitting that spirit is a distinct substance, hold that, from 
the necessity of its nature, it must be either infinite, or incor- 
porate in some organism, either carnal or ethereal. Says Isaac 
Taylor: it is impossible to assign spirit its 262, without connect- 
ing it with a body; because locality is itself a mode of exten- 
sion; and thus, in ascribing a wdz to pure spirit, we are ascrib- 
ing extension to it. We might justly ask: if the last assertion 
were true, how would the: matter be helped by assigning this 
spirit its wbz in a body occupying a finite portion of space? 
The extended body is more certainly burdened with the attrib- 
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utes of extension, than the finite portion of space it occupies; 
so that, were there any real difficulty in the point, it would be 
more difficult for us to believe the unextended spirit localized 
in the extended body, than in the vacant, finite portion of space 
occupied thereby. But Taylor’s whole difficulty has arisen 
from the oversight of a distinction which Turrettin has long 
ago given. Finite spirit of course does not occupy space cir- 
cumscriptively ; asthe measure of corn fills the bushel-measure, 
and assumes its cylindrical shape. But spirit may be in space 
definitively. The mathematical point has’ neither length, 
breadth, nor thickness: yet surely none will deny to it position 
in space; since the point is the first rudiment of the whole 
science of dimensions! 

No man has ever had experience of cognitions and con- 
sciousness apart from his sense-organs. Of course, then, no man 
can picture to himself how these mental functions are to pro- 
ceed in the disembodied state. But this is wholly another thing 
from proving either cons: iousness, or even objective percep- 
tions, impossible for a mind not incorporate. Is intelligence the 
faculty of the sense-organs; or of the mind which uses them ? 
Surely of the latter! Then the @ priovt probability is wholly 
in favour of the mind’s exercising its own faculty (in some new 
way) when deprived of these instruments. If my sense of 
touch is able, through the intervention of a stick, to cognize a 
solid resisting object a yard distant, does anybody suppose that 
J will have any more difficulty in ascertaining its resistance to 
my tactual sense, without the stick, by my hand alone? So, it is 
obviously possible, that my intelligence may only get the nearer 
to its object, by the removal of its present instrument, the sense- 
organ. 

It is too plain to need any elaboration that those who phil- 
osophize as do all our opponents, must deny the whole teach- 
ing of the Scriptures concerning the angels. If they are pure 
spirits, their existence, cognitions, and activities contradict 
every assertion these writers advance. 

The sleep of the soul is inferred from such Scriptures as 

Scriptural Argu- these: Death is called a sleep. The resur- 
ments for the Sleep of rection promised is frequently that of the 
we Soul: man, and not of his body merely. In the 
famous chapter, 1 Cor. xv, the apostle argues for the resurrec- 
tion, as though it were the Christian’s only alternative hope 
against annihilation. See verses 18, 19, 29-32. This implies, 
they plead; that the ressurrection is to be the recall of both 
soul and body out of the grave. For, were the doctrine of 
the soul’s separate immortality true, the apostle would have 
seen in that a substantial ground for hope beyond the grave, 
whether the body be raised or not. 

I reply, that the phenomena of death, the absolute quies- 
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cence of the corpse, the withdrawal of the 
These Perversions of : hehe 
Scripture Answered, | SOU! from all known and experienced activi- 
ties of this life, and its entrance upon its 
heavenly rest, are abundantly sufficient to justify the calling of 
a Christian death “a sleep,” consistently with the Bible-doc- 
trine of the separate activity of the soul. This is evidently 
what the Scriptures mean by the figure. That the man, and 
not the body, is so often spoken of as resurrected, is easily ex- 
plained by that, natural figure, by which sensuous beings, as we 
all are, speak of a corpse as ‘a man.” But all doubt is cleared 
away, by such passages as Phil. iti: 21. There, the resurrec- 
tion is declared to be a “changing of our vile body, and fash- 
ioning of it like unto His glorious body.” 1 Cor. xv: 42. 
That which “is sown in corruption,” is “ raised in incorruption.” 
What. can this be, but the body? In verse 42. “We have 
borne the image of the earthy.” Wherein? In that.we have 
animal and perishable bodies. Then the ego and the body 
which it “has borne,” are distinct. The ingenious cavil from 
verses 18, 19, and 29 to 32, is easily solved by the following 
facts: The final immortality which the Bible teaches is, as we 
have distinctly stated, not that of souls disembodied, but of 
incorporate men. Hence it was altogether natural for the 
apostle to speak of our prospect for an immortality as identi- 
cal with that of a resurrection. But again, (what is far more 
important), the apostle’s argument was proceeding upon these 
truths: that the reality of Christ’s resurrection, on one hand, 
was vital to all hope of a redeemed immortality for us in any 
form. See verses 12 to 18. But on the other hand, the fact . 
of Christ’s resurrection involves the truth, that we also shall 
rise as He did. Under this. state of the argument, it is 
thoroughly consistent with our doctrine, that the apostle should 
argue as he did. The apostle does argue, that practically, the 
believer's resurrection is his only alternative hope against 
“ perishing,”’ but he does not argue that it is his only alternative 
hope against annihilation. The latter idea is nowhere enter- 
tained as an alternative. 
In proof that ransomed souls are not detained in uncon- 
te sciousness in the grave, we advance posi- 
oeeERE Scripture: tively all those texts which show us such 
souls already in heaven. Here all the pas- 
sages quoted under the former head apply: Weneed not con- 
sume time in repeating them. We add, that the protomartyr, 
Stephen, when dying said, with the full light of inspiration in 
his mind: ‘“ Lord Jesus, receive my spirit.” He certainly ex- 
pected an immediate glorification with Christ. See Acts vii: 59. 
So, in Matt. x : 28, the distinction of spirit and body is indispu- 
tably made; and those who truly fear God are taught that 
though the persecutor may kill the body, the soul is happy in 
Christ. In Rev. iv:4, 6, withv:9, John sees the redeemed 
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already amidst the raptures of heaven, in the persons of the 
twenty-four elders, and the four living creatures. So, in Rev. 
vi: 9 to 11, the souls of the martyrs were seen under (or below) 
the altar, in the full possession of their intelligence and activity, 
and adorned with their white robes. All this was before the 
resurrection. | | 
It is the glory of the gospel, that it gives a victory over 
death. Over the true man, the being who 
pe, Ne! 80. teels and. AhG d fears, it h domin- 
Never feels Death. ) pe aekteetoy ee eg 
ion. The body alone falls under its stroke ; 
but when it does so, it is unconscious of that stroke. What- 
ever there may be in the grave, with its gloom and worm, that 
is repulsive to man; with all that the true Ago has no part. 
While the worms destroy the unconscious flesh, the conscious 
spirit has soared away to the light and rest of its Saviour’s 
bosom. 


LECTURE LXX. 
THE RESURRECTION. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. What were the opinions of the ancient Heathens, and what of the Jews, on 
this subject? Does nature furnish any analogy m favor of it ? 
Dr. Christian Knapp, 3151. Hodge Theol., pt. iv, 31, 2. Dick, Lect. 82. 
2. State the precise meaning of the Scripture doctine. What will be the quali- 
ties of our resurrection bodies ? 
Vimetiin «Loc xx, Oust 2.0, Knapp, o's) 15300 Dick; Lect, 82. 
3. Will the resurrection bodies be the same which men have now? In what 
sense thesame ? Discuss objections. 
Turrettin Qu. 2. Dick, Lect. 82. Watson’s Theol. Inst., ch. 29. 
4. Prove the doctrine of the Resurrection, from the Old Testament; from the 
New. 
Turrettin, Qu. 1. Dick, Lect. 82. 
5. How is the resurrection of the Saints, and how is that of sinners, related to 
the resurrection of Christ? 
Dick, Lect. 82. Breckinridge Theol., Vol. i, bk, i, ch. 6. 
6. What will be the time ? Willthere be a double resurrection ? 
Turrettin, Qu. 3. Dick. Lect. 82. Scott, Com. on Rev., ch. 20. Brown’s 
Second Advent. Knapp, 3154. Hodge, as above, chs. 3, 4. See on whole, 
RKidgley, Qu. 87. Geo. Bush on the Resurrection. Davies’ Sermons. Young’s 
Last Day. 


"[T THE definite philosophic speculations among the ancient 

heathen all discarded the doctrine of a proper resurrec 
tion; so that the Bible stands alone in 
acknowledging the share of the body in 
man’s immortality. It is true that the poets 
(Hesiod, Homer, Virgil) expressing the popular and tradition- 
ary belief, (in this case, as in that of the soul’s immortality, less 
incorrect than the philosopher's speculations), speak of the 
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future life as a bodily one, of members, food, labours, &c., in 
Tartarus and Elysium. But it is difficult to say how far these 
sensuous representations of the future existence were due to 
mere inaccuracy and grossness of conception, or how far to 
perspicuous ideas of a bodily existence conjoined with the spirit- 
ual. The Brahmins speak of many transmigrations and incar- 
nations, of their deified men; but none of them are resurrec- 
tions proper. The Pythagoreans and Platonists dreamed of an 
oynua, an etherial, semi-spiritual investment, which the glorified 
spirit, after its metempsychoses are finished, develops for itself. 
The pantheistic sects, whether Buddhists or Stoics, of course 
utterly rejected the idea of a bodily existence aftcr death, 
when they denied even a personal existence of the soul. 

But the Jews, with the exception of the Sadducees and 
Essenses, seem to have held firmly to the 
doctrine. Nor can I see any evidence, ex- 
cept the prejudice of hypothesis and fancy, 
for the notion of Knapp, and many Germans, that their belief 
in this doctrine dated only from the time of the Babylonish 
captivity. There is no historical evidence. If the proof-texts 
of the earlier Hebrew Scriptures are perversely explained away, 
and those of the Maccabees, &c., admitted, there is some show 
of plausibility. But it is far better reasoning to say that this 
unquestioning belief in the doctrine by the Jews, is evidence 
that they understood their earlier as well as their later Scrip- 
tures to teach it. The evidence of the state of opinion among 
them, and especially among the Pharisees, is found in their 
uninspired writings: 2 Mac. vii: 9, &c., xii: 43, 45; Josephus 
and Philo, and in New Testament allusions to their ideas. See 
Matt. xoxtiddluke! cacle fol xi 24 ese Acta xt Gas eee 
x1: 35. But the doctrine was a subject of mocking skepticism 
to most of the speculative Pagans; as the interlocutor in Minu- 
tins; Felix’ Octavius, Pliny," jt\ Toucian, -Celsus) he.» Seer 
Ryders aor xvinn S44 

Hence, we may infer that the doctrine of the resurrection 
is purely one of revelation. Analogies and 
probable arguments have been sought in favor 
of it,as bythe early fathers and later writers ; 
but while some rise in dignity above the fable of the Phoenix, 
none of them can claim to be demonstrations. The fact that 
all nature moves in cycles, restoring a state of things again 
which had passed away; that the trees bud after the sterility 
and mimic death of winter; that moons wax again after they 
have waned; that sun and stars, after setting in the west, rise 
again in the east; that seeds germinate and reproduce their 
kind; can scarcely be called a proper analogy ; for in all these 
cases, there is no proper destruction, by a disorganization of 
atoms, but a mere return of the same complex body, without a 
moment’s breach of its organic unity, into the same state in 
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which it had previously been, If we were perfectly honest, we 
should rather admit that the proper analogies of nature are 
against the doctrine; for when a seed germinates that particu- 
lar seed is produced no more; there is, in what comes from it, 
only a generic, not a numerical identity. When the tree really 
perishes, its mould and moisture and gases are never recon- 
structed into that same tree, but pass irrevocably into other 
vegetable forms. Dick supposes that the argument said to have 
been stated B. C. 450, by Phocylides, the Milesian, is more 
plausible ; that inasmuch as God’s wisdom led Him to introduce 
a genus of rational beings, of body and spirit combined, the 
same wisdom will always lead him to perpetuate that kind. But 
if, after the soul’s departure, the body were never reanimated, 
man would become simply an inferior angel, and the genus 
would be obliterated. To this, also, we may reply; that this 
argument is not valid until it is also shown that the wisdom, 
which called this gexws of complex beings into existence, will 
not be satisfied by its temporary continuance as a separate 
genus. But this we can never prove by mere reason. For in- 
stance: the same reasoning would prove equally well, both an 
immortality and a bodily resurrection, for any of the genera of 
brutes! Another argument is presented by Turrettin from the 


- justice of God, which, if possessed of feeble weight by itself, at 


least has the advantage of harmonizing with Bible represen- 
tations. It is, that the justice of God is more appropriately 
satisfied, by punishing and rewarding souls in the very bodies, 
and with the whole personal identity, with which they sinned 
(Comp. 2 Cor. v: 10) or obeyed. 

In Scripture the image of a resurrection, drdataoc, is 
undoubtedly used. sometimes in a figurative 
sense, to describe regeneration, (John v : 25; 
Eph. v : 14,) and sometimes, restoration from 
calamity and captivity to prosperity and joy. (Ezek. xxxvii: 
12: Is, xxvi: 19). But it is equally certain. that the words are 
intended to be used in a literal sense, of the restoration of the 
same body that dies to life, by its*reunion to the soul. This 
then is the doctrine. For when the resurrection of the dead, 
(vexowy) of those that are in their graves, of those that sleep in 
the dust of the earth, is declared, the sense is unequivocal. 
Without at this time particularizing Scripture proofs, we assert 
that they mean to describe a bodily existence as literally as 
when they speak of man’s soul in this life, as residing in a body ; 
and this, though wonderfully changed in qualities, the same 
body, in the proper, honest sense of the word same, which the 
soul laid down at death. This resurrection will embrace all the 
individuals of the human race, good and bad, except those 
whose bodies have already passed into heaven, and those of the 
last generation, who will be alive on the earth at the last trump. 
But on the bodies of these the resurrection change will pass, 


2. True Meaning of 
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though they do not die. The signal of this resurrection is to 
be the “last trump,” an expression probably taken from the 
transactions at Sinai; (Exod. xix: 16, 19; cf. Heb. xii: 26), 
which may, very possibly, be some literal, audible summons, 
sounded through the whole atmosphere of the world. But the 
agent will be Christ, by His direct and almighty power, with the 
Holy Ghost. 

The qualities of the resurrection bodies of the saints are 
described in 1 Cor. xv : 42, 50, with as much 
particularity, probably, as we can compre- 
hend. Whereas the body is buried in a state 
of dissolution; it is raised indissoluble, no longer liable to dis- 
organization, by separation of particles, either because pro- 
tected therefrom by the special power of God, or by the absence 
of assailing chemical forces. It is buried, disfigured and loath- 
some. It will be raised beautiful. Since it is a literal material 
body that is raised, it is far the most natural to suppose that the 
glory predicated of it, is literal, material beauty. As to its 
kind, see Matt..xiii : 43 ;. Phil. iii : 21, with Rev. i: 13, 14. Some 
may think that it is unworthy of God’s redemption to suppose 
it conferring an advantage so trivial and sensuous as personal 
beauty. But is not this a remnant of that Gnostic or Neo-Pla- 
tonic asceticism, which cast off the body itself as too worthless 
to be an object of redeeming power? We know that sanctified 
affections now always beautify and ennoble the countenance. 
See. dixod: xxxiv:i 29) 30. ~Andyifi God -did ‘not; deem /1t-toe 
trivial for His attention, to clothe the landscape with verdure, to 
cast every form of nature in lines of grace, to dye the skies 
with purest. azure, and to paint the sun and stars with splendour, 
in order to gratify the eyes of His children here, we may assume 
that He will condescend to beautify even the bodies of His 
saints, in that world where all is made perfect. Next, the body 
is buried in weakness; it has just given the crowning evidence 
of feebleness, by yielding to death. It will be raised in immor- 
tal vigour, so as to perform its functions with perfect facility, and 
without fatigue. | 

And last; it is buried an animal body; i. e., this is the 

“Natural Body” Character it has hitherto had. The saya 
and ‘‘ Spiritual Body;” guyexov is unfortunately translated “ natural 
ae oe body” in the English version. The Apostle 
here evidently avails himself of the popular Greek distinction, 
srowing out of the currency of Pythagorean and Platonic phi- 
losophy, to express his distinction, without meaning to endorse 
their psychology. The sdpa duycxoy is evidently the body as 
' characterized chiefly by its animal functions. What these are, 
there can be little doubt, if we keep in mind the established 
Greek sense of the ¢vy7, viz: the functions of the appetite and 
sense. Then the cpa zvevyatexov must mean not a body now 
material, as the Swedenborgians, &c., claim (a positive contra- 
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diction and impossibility), but a body actuated only by pro- 
cesses of intellection and moral affection; for these, Paul’s read- 
ers supposed were the proper processes of the zvsvyuoa or vous. 
But the Apostle vs. 4.4, 50, defines his own meaning. To show 
that “there is an animal body, and a spiritual body;” that it is 
no fancy nor impossibility, he points to the fact that such have 
already existed, in the case of Adam and his natural seed, and 
of Christ. And as we were federally connected, first with 
Adam, and then with Christ, we bear first the animal body, 
(Adam’s) and then. the spiritual (Christ’s). And Christ’s 
humanity also, during His humiliation, passed through that first 
stage, to the second; because he assumed all the innocent 
weaknesses and affections of a literal man. Our cova avevya- 
txov, then, is defined to be what Christ’s glorified body now 
in Heaven is. Complete this definition by what we find in. Matt. 
xxii: 30. The spiritual body then, is one occupied and actu- 
ated only by the spiritual processes of a sanctified soul ;- but 
which neither smarts with pain, nor feels fatigue, nor has appe- 
tites, nor takes any literal, material supplies therefor. 

It seems every way reasonable to suppose that while the 
bodies of the wicked will be raised without 
the glory or splendour of the saints, they 
also will be no longer animal bodies, and will 
be endued with immortal vigour to endure. 

The Scriptures plainly teach that our resurrection bodies will 

_ be the bodies we now have, only modified ; 

ae epee! (Oe Bodies that is, that they will be substantially identi- 
cal. This follows from the divine justice, so 

far as it prompts God to work a resurrection. For if we have 
not the very body in which we sinned, when called to judg- 
ment, that “every man may receive the things done in the body,” 
there will be no relevancy in the punishment, so far as it falls on 
the body. The same truth follows from the believer’s union to 
Christ. If He redeemed our bodies, must they not be the very 
ones we have here? (1 Cor. iii: 16; vi: 15). Itappears evidently, 
from Christ’s resurrection, which is the earnest, exemplar, and 
pledge of ours. For in His case, the body that was raised was the 
very one that died and was buried. But if, in our case, the body 
that dies is finally dissipated, and another is reconstructed, there 
is small resemblance indeed to our Saviour’s resurrection. This 
leads us to remark, fourth, that the very words duozym, drde- 
taots plainly imply the rearing of the same thing that fell; 
otherwise there is an abuse of language in applying them to a 
proper creation. Last, the language of Scripture in Dan. xii ; 
Pamohaie 325220 .arCore xver 2158 3,1544. IsThessiavinOenit 
is that which is “in the dust of the earth,” “in the puyysea,” 
the vézooe ; corpses, which is raised. It is ‘this mortal” which 
“puts on immortality.” From the days of the Latin Fathers, 
and their speculative Pagan opposers, certain objections. have 
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been pompously raised against such a resurrection, as though 
it were intrinsically absurd. They may be found reproduced by 
Geo. Bush on the Resurrection. 
The general objection is from the incredible greatness of 
Objection From the work; that since the particles that com- 
Wonderfulness, An- posed human bodies are scattered asunder 
eres: by almost every conceivable agency, fire, 
winds, waters, birds and beasts of prey, mingled with the soil 
of the fields, and dissolved in the waters of the ocean, it is un- 
reasonable to expect they will be assembled again. We reply, 
(reserving the question whether a proper corporeal identity im- 
plies the presence of all the constituent pasticles; of which 
more anon), that this objection is founded only on a denial of 
God’s omnipotence, omniscience, and almighty power. The 
work of the resurrection does indeed present a most wondrous 
and glorious display of divine power. But to God all things are 
easy. We may briefly reply, that to all who believe in a spec- 
ial Providence, there is a standing and triumphant answer visi- 
ble to our eyes.. It is in the existence of our present bodies. 
Are they not formed by God? Are they not also formed from 
“the dust of the earth?” And it is not any one hundred and 
fifty pounds of earth, which God moulds into.a body of that 
weight; but there is a most wonderful, extensive, and nice 
selection of particles, where a million of atoms are assorted 
over and rejected, for one that is selected; and that from 
thousands of miles. In my body there are atoms, probably, 
that came from Java (in coffee), and from Cuba or Manilla (in 
sugar), and from the western prairies (in pork), and from the 


savannahs of Carolina (in rice), and from’ the green hills of _ 


Western Virginia (in beef and butter), and from our own fields 
(in fruits). Do you say, the selection and aggregation have 
been accomplished gradually, by sundry natural laws of vege- 
tation, and nutrition? Yea, but what are natural laws? Only 
regular modes of God’s working through matter, which He has 
in His wisdom proposed to Himself? If God actually does 
this thing now, why may He not do another thing just like it, 
only more quickly? 

But an objection supposed to be still more formidable, is 
derived from the supposed flux of particles 
in the human body, and the cases in which 
particles which belonged to one man at his 
death, become parts of the structure of another man’s body, 
through cannibalism, or the derivation by beasts from the 
mould enriched with human dust, which beasts are in turn con- 
sumed by men, &c., &c. Now, since one material atom cannot 
be in two places at the same time, the resurrection of the same 
bodies, say they, is a physical impossibility. And if the flux 
of particles be admitted, which shall the man claim, as com- 
posing his bodily identity; those he had first, or those he had 


Physical Objection 
Answered. 
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last: or all he ever had? To the first of these questions, we 
reply, that there is no evidence that a particle of matter com- 
posing a portion of a human corpse, has ever been assimilated 
by another human body. It is only assumed that it may be so. 
But now, inasmuch as the truth of Scripture has been demon- 
strated by an independent course of moral evidences, and it 
asserts the same body shall be raised, if there is, indeed, any 
difficulty about this question of the atoms, the burden of proof 
lies upon the objector; and he must demonstrate that the diffi- 
culty exists,.and is insuperable. It is not sufficient merely to 
surmise that it may exist. Now, I repeat, a surmise is good 
enough to meet a surmise. Let me assume this hypothesis, that 
it may be a physiological law, that a molecule, once assimilated 
and vitalized by a man (or other animal), undergoes an influ- 
ence which renders it afterwards incapable of assimilation by 
another being of the same species. This, indeed, is not without 
plausible evidence from analogy: witness, for instance, the fer- 
tility of a soil to another crop, when a proper rotation is pur- 
sued, which had become barren as to the first crop too long 
repeated. But, if there is any such law, the case supposed by 
the objector against the resurrection, never occurs. But, second: 
in answer to both objections, it can never be shown that the 
numerical identity of all the constituent atoms is necessary to 
that bodily sameness, which is asserted by the Bible of our 
resurrection bodies. We are under no forensic obligation what- 
ever, to define precisely in what that sameness consists, but take 
our stand here, that the Bible, being written in popular. lan- 
guage, when it says our resurrection bodies will be the same, it 
means precisely what popular consciousness and common 
language apprehend, when it is said my body at forty is the 
same body grown stronger, which I had at fifteen. Let that 
meaning be whatever it may be, if this doctrine of the flux of 
particles, and this possibility of a particle that once belonged 
to one man becoming a part of another, prove that our resur- 
rection bodies cannot be the same that died, they equally prove 
that my body cannot now be the body I had some years ago, 
for that flux, if there is any truth in it, has already occurred; 
and there is just as much probability that I have been nourished 
with a few particles from a potatoe, manured with the hair of 
some man who is still living, as that two men will both claim 
the same particles at the resurrection. But my consciousness 
tells me (the most demonstrative of all proof), that I have had 
the same body all the time, so that, if these famous objections 


_ disprove a resurrection, they equally contradict consciousness. 


You will notice that I propound no theory as to what consti- 
tutes precisely our consciousness of bodily identity, as it is 


wholly unnecessary to our argument that I should; and that I 


do not undertake to define precisely how the resurrection body 


will be constituted in this particular; and this is most proper 


836 SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


for me, because the Bible propounds no theory on this point. 
But if curiosity leads you to enquire, I answer that it 
cae ; appears to me our consciousness of bodily 
ate Rae us identity (as to a limb, or member, or organ 
Sees of sense, for instance) does not include an 
apprehension of the numerical identy of all the constituent 
atoms all the while, but that it consists of an apprehension of 
a continued relation of the organism of the limb or organ to 
our mental consciousness all the time, implying also that there 
is no suden change of a majority, or even any large fraction of 

the constituent atoms thereof at any one time. 
In presenting the Bible-proof, nothing more will be done, 
than to cite the passages, with such word of 

4. Proofs That Bod- . 

ses Will Rise. explanation as may be necessary to show 
their application. If we believe our Saviour, 
implications of this doctrine appear at a very early stage of the 
Old Testament Scriptures; for indeed the sort of immortality 
implied all along, is the immortality of man, body and soul. 
(See, then: Exod: ips 6,assexplamed in) Matt. (xxii 31,1325 
Mark xii: 26, 27). The next passage is Job xix : 26, which I 
claim guicungue vult, as containing a clear assertion of a resur- 
rection. 2 In) Ps. xxuiso, «li, (expounded cts: 1. 2i2Qi32% 
xili : 36, 37) David_is made by the Holy Ghost to foretell 
Christ’s resurrection. Doubtless, the Psalmist. if he distinctly 
knew that he was personating Christ in this language, appre- 


hended his own resurrection as a corollary of Christ’s. | Ps. 


Xvii : 15 probably alludes also toa resurrection in the phrase: 
“awake in thy likeness;” for what awakes, except the body ? 
Nothing else sleeps. So Is, xxv: 8, may be seen interpreted 
in I Cor. xv: 54; Dan. xii: 2. Both teach the same doctrine. 

In the New Testament the proofs of bodily resurrection 
are still more numerous and explicit. The following are the 


chief,;..-Matt..xxii 2.31) &e:; Mark xti.:,26,27 ;.Johnw 421; 205)— 


WlHi3307)40 5 Ki. 2453) Acts sasyaboves dx-Cor cave aim Piess: 
Wi £s.to end; 2. (Timp iy 85) Philsdi 25 hbebuvairiae st ae, 

Other-strong Scriptural proofs are urged by the Reformed 
divines, which need little more than a mere statement here. 
The resurrection of Christ is both the example and proof of 
ours... I Cor. xv: 20;. 1 Peter i:.3. . First, it demonstrates that 
the work is feasible for God. . Second, it demonstrates the suf- 
ficiency and acceptance of Christ’s satisfaction for His peo- 
ple’s guilt: but bodily death is a part of our penalty therefor: 
and must be repaired when we are fully invested with the 


avails of that purchase... Third: Scripture shows such a union: 


between Christ, the Head, and His members; that our glorifica- 
tion must result as His does. 1 Cor. vi: 15. | 

The exposition given of the Covenant of Grace, by our 
Saviour Himself in Matt. xxii:,31, &c., shows that.it includes a 
resurrection for the body. This covenant, Christ there’'teaches 
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us, is first, perpetual: death does not sever it. But second, it 
was a covenant not between God and angels or ghosts; but 
between Him and the incorporate men, Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob. Then, its consummation must restore them to their 
incorporate state. | 

The inhabitation of our bodies by the Holy Ghost implies 
the redemption of the body also. Although not the primary 
seat of sanctification, the body, thus closely dedicated to the 
Spirit’s indwelling, will not be left in the dust. Rom. vii: IT. 

Last, we have seen Turrettin unfold the reasonableness of 
men’s being judged in the bodies in which they have lived. 
The rewards and penalties cannot, in any other way, be so 
appropriate, as when God makes the bodily members which 
were abused or consecrated, the inlets of the deserved penalties, 
or theifree-rewards. “See 1 Cor.‘v: +10. 

Some divines, as e. g. Breckinridge, say that the resur- 
rection of both saints and sinners is of 
Christ’s purchase, quoting 1 Cor. xv: 22, 
making the ‘‘all” mean the whole human 
race. But we teach, that while Christ, as King in Zion, com- 
mands the resurrection of both, it is in different relations. ‘The 
resurrection of His people being a gift of His purchase, is effectu- 
ated in them by the union to Him, and is one result of the in- 
dwelling of the Holy Ghost. The resurrection of the evil isan 
act of pure dominion, effected in them by His avenging sove- 
reignty. The other idea would represent the wicked also, as 
vitally connected with Christ, by a mystical union. But if so, 
why does not that union sanctify and save? Are we authorized 
to say that, had Christ not come, there would have been no 
resurrection unto damnation for Adam’s fallen race at all? 
Moreover, that opinion puts an unauthorized and dangerous 
sense upon I Cor. xv : 22, ef szm. 

The wisdom and modesty of the Westminster Assembly 

ies are displayed in the caution with which they 
eeicoes and speak on these difficult subjects. Their full 
discussion would lead into a thorough investi- 

gation of that vast and intricate subject, unfulfilled prophecy. 
Nothing more can be attempted here, than a brief statement of 
competing schemes. They each embrace, and attempt to 
adjust, the following points: The millennium, or thousand years’ 
reign of Christ on earth: Christ’s second advent: The destruc- 
tion of the Kingdom of Satan among men: The resurrection of 
the righteous and the wicked: and the general judgment and 
final consummation. That doctrine which we hold, and which 
we assert to be the Apostolic and Church doctrine, teaches, just 
as much as the pre-Adventists, the literal and personal second 
advent of Christ, and we hold, with the Apostolic Christians, 
that it is, next to heaven, the dearest and most glorious 
of the believer's hopes: as bringing the epoch of his full 


5. Reprobate not raised 
in Christ, but by Christ. 
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deliverance from death, and full introduction into the society of 
his adored Saviour. This hope of a literal second advent we 
base on such Scriptures as these: Actsi: 11: ii: 20, 21; Heb. 
13.28 3 1 Phess: ives 15) 16°; Phan Air 920%? Watt..xcxvi 5 Ontarcs, 
&c. Before this second advent, the following events must have 
occurred. The development and secular overthrow of Anti- 
christ; (2 Thess: ii 3 to'9-;: Dan» vil °24=20 5” Revi xvii; xvii) 
which is the Papacy. The proclamation of the Gospel to all 
nations, and the general triumph of Christianity over all false 
religions, in all nations. (Ps.lxxii: 8-11 ; Is. ii: 2-4; Dan. ii: 
AA ASS vii TA, Matt. xxviie 19, 20 Romy xi chia yee 
Mark xiii: 10; Matt. xxiv: 14). The generaland national return 
of the Jews to the Christian Church. (Rom. xi: 25, 26). And 
then a partial relapse from this state of high prosperity, into 
unbelief and sin. (Rev. xx: 7, 8). During this partial decline, 
at a time unexpected to formal Christians and the profane, and 
not to be expressly foreknown by any true saint on earth, the 
second Advent of Christ will take place, in the manner described 
.in i Thess. It will be immediately followed by the resurrection 
of all the dead, the redeemed dead taking the precedence. 
Then the generation of men living at the time will be changed 
(without dying) into their immortal bodies, the world will 
undergo its great change by fire, the general judgment will be 
held; and last, the saved and the lost will severally depart to 
their final abodes, the former to be forever with the Lord, the 
the latter with Satan and his angels. 

It is not easy to state the scheme of the pre-Adventists, 
because they are so inconsistent with each other, that a part of 
their company will disclaim some points of any statement which 
is made for them. The following propositions, however, are 
held by the most of pre-Adventists. The present dispensation 
of the Gospel is neither sufficient nor designed for the general 
conversion of the world. Missionary efforts can only prepare 
the way for Christ’s coming, by gathering out of the doomed 
mass the elect scattered amongthem. For, Christ’s advent may 
be at any time, before any general evangelization of either 
Jews or Gentiles; and when He comes, the wicked will be 
destroyed by it, and not converted. At this advent, the saints, 
or the more illustrious of them, at least, will be raised from the 
dead. Theconverted Jews will return to Canaan, the temple 
will be rebuilt and its service restored; and the incarnate Mes- 
siah will reign a thousand years, (or a long cycle symbolized by 
a thousand years,;) on earth, with the risen saints. This will be 
the millennium of Rev. xxth. At the end of this time, the 
general resurrection of the wicked will take place, and be fol- 
lowed: by:the general judgment and final consummation. 

The boast is: that they are the only faithful party in 
expounding prophecy according to its literal meaning: and 
that the daily expectation of this advent is exceedingly promo- 
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tive of faith and holy living. I canattempt no more than to set 
down for you a few leading remarks. 

Of these the first is: that though it is now the fashion for 
these pre-Adventists to claim the special 
honours of orthodoxy, their system is dis- 
tinctly against that of the Westminster Con- 
fession. Not only does that standard ignore it totally: it 
expressly asserts the contrary: Ch: viii: § 4. “Christ shall 
return to judge men and angels at the end of the world.” (Ch. 
RXKIt § 2). Pe therlast* day. 2a. fvoall the ‘dead-shall-be 
raised up.” (Chap. xxxiii: § 3). “So will He have that day 
unknown to men,” &c.. (Larger Cat. Qu. 56). “ Christ shall 
come again at the last day,” &c., Qu. 86, 87. “The members 


Their Scheme Hete- 
rodox, by Confession. 


of the invisible Church . .-. wait for the full redemption 
ef their bodies: .. i. ‘till at’ the last day they be again 
united to their souls.” ‘We are to believe that at the last 


day there shall be a general resurrection of the dead, both of 
the just and unjust.” 

2nd. To me it appears that the temper which secretly prompts 
this scheme is one of unbelief. Overweening 
and egotistical hopes of the early evangeli- 
zing of the whole world, fostered by partial 
considerations, meet with disappointment. Hence results a 
feeling of skepticism; and they are heard pronouncing the 
present agencies committed to the Church, as manifestly inade- 
quate. But the temper which Christ enjoins on us is one of 
humble, faithful, believing diligence in the use of those agen- 
cies, relying on His faithfulness and power to make them do 
their glorious work. He commands us also to remember how 
much they have already accomplished, when energized by His 
grace, and to take courage. The tendencies of the pre-Advent 
scheme are unwholesome, though it has been held by some 
spiritually minded men. 

Its advocates boast that they alone interpret the symbols of 
prophecy faithfully. But when we examine, 
we find that they make no nearer approach 
to an exact system of exposition; and that 
they can take as wild figurative licenses when it suits their pur- 
poses, as any others. The new interpretations are usually but 
violations of the familiar and well-established canon, that the 
prophets represent the evangelical blessings under the tropes of 
the Jewish usages known to themselves. 

3d. The pre-Advent scheme disparages the present, the dis- 
pensation of the Holy Ghost, and the means committed to the 
Church for the conversion of sinners. It thus tends to dis- 
courage faith and missionary effort. Whereas Christ represents 
the presence of the Holy Ghost, and this His dispensation, as 
so desirable, that it was expedient for Him to go away that the 
Paraclete might come. John xvi: 7. Pre-Adventism repre- 


The Scheme Sug- 
gested by Mistrust. 


Their Exegesis no 
more Faithful. 
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sents it as so undesirable that every saint ought to pray for its 
‘ immediate abrogation. Incredulity as to the conversion of the 
world by the ‘‘means of grace,’ is hotly, and even scornfully, 
inferred from visible results and experiences, in a temper which 
we confess appears to us the same with that of unbelievers in 2 
Peter iii: 4: “ Where is the promise of his coming?” &c. 
They seem to us to “judge the Lord by feeble sense,” instead 
of “trusting Him for His grace.” Thus it is unfavorable toa 
faithful performance of ecclesiastical duties. If no visible 
Church, however orthodox, is to be Christ’s instrument for over- 
throwing Satan’s kingdom here—if Christ is to sweep the best 
of them away as so much rubbish, along with all “ world-pow- 
ers,’ at His Advent—if it is our duty to expect and desire this 
catastrophe daily; who does not see that we shall feel very 
slight value for ecclesiastical ties and duties? -And should we 
differ unpleasantly from our Church courts, we shall be tempted 
to feel that it is pious to spurn them. Are we not daily pray- 
ing for an event which will render them useless lumber? 
4th. Their scheme is obnoxious to fatal Scriptural objections: 
deveyortid ai ks That Christ comes but twice, to atone and 
dents Picais: PY to judge; (Heb. ix: 28). That the heavens 
must receive Christ until the times of the 
restitution of all things. (Acts iii: 21).. That the blessedness 
of the saints is always placed by Scripture in “those new 
heavens and new earth,” which succeed the judgment. That 
on this scheme the date of the world’s end will be known long 
before it comes; whereas the Scripture represents it as wholly 
unexpected to all when it comes: That only one resurrection is 
anywhere mentioned in the most express didactic passages; so 
that. it behooves us to explain the symbolical passage in Rev. 
xx : 4 to 6, in consistency with them: That the Scriptures say, 
(Gg4 1.Cor. xVin23 3, 2% hessii: 403-1 Dhesssines be) that ane 
whole Church will be complete at Christ’s next coming. And 
that then. the sacraments, and other “means of grace,” will 
cease finally. The opinion is also beset by insuperable difficul- 
ties, such as these: whether these resurrected martyrs will die 
again; whether they will enjoy innocent corporeal pleasures ; ~ 
whether (if the affirmative be taken) their children will be born 
with original sin; if not, whence those apostate men are to 
‘come, who make the final brief falling away just before the 
second resurrection, &c. On all these points the pre-Adventists 
make the wildest and most contradictory surmises. 
5th. Thus, the scheme tends towards the Rabbinical view of 
the present state of departed saints. All admit, that their condi- 
tion is not equal in blessedness and glory, to that upon which 
they will enter after the resurrection of the body. In the view 
of the pre-Adventist, it must be also lower than the millennial 
state; because they hold that Christs advent, and the “first 
resurrection,” is a promotion much to be desired by them. 
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But pre-Adventists confess, with us, that the final state, after 
“the marriage supper of the Lamb,” will be highest of all. 
Then the present condition of the sainted dead is, according to 
this doctrine, lower than another mid-way state, which in turn, 
is lower than the highest. May not the present state then, be 
quite low indeed? May it not be almost as irksome as that of 
souls in the Rabbinical Hades? So some pre-Adventists do 
not stickle to intimate. 

6th.. Pre-Adventists usually claim that their expectation of 
the Lord’s coming is peculiarly promotive of spiritual-minded- 
ness, strong faith, and close walking with God. A Christian 
who had not adopted their scheme, is represented as exclaiming, 
when it was unfolded: “If I believed so, I must live near my 
Saviour indeed!” If he: did, he exclaimed . foolishly.’ For 
first, did not God give one and the same system of sanctifica- 
tion tous and to primitive Christians ? But these couid not 
have cherished the expectation of seeing the “ personal advent” 
before death; for stubborn facts have proved that it was not 
less that. 1800 years distant. Second, every Christian, even if 
he is a pre-Adventist, must .know that it is far more probable 
his body will die before the “advent,” than that he will live to 
see it. All admit that in a few years the body must die. Then 
the season of repentance will be done, the spiritual state of our 


‘souls decided forever, and our spirits reunited to a glorified 


Redeemer in a better world than this. Now, if there is faith, 
these certainties contain more wholesome stimulus for it, than 
can possibly be presented in the surmises of any pre-Adventist 
theory. The only reason the latter is to any persons more ex- 
citing, is the romance attaching to it; the same reason which 
enabled the false prophet, Miller, to drive multitudes into wild 
alarm by the dream of approaching judgment, who were un- 
moved by the sober certainty of approaching death. The hope 
of. us common Christians is to meet our glorified Lord very cer- 
tainly and very soon (when our bodies die) in the other world. 
It passes our wits to see how a less certain hope of meeting 
Him in this world (a worse one) can evince more “love for His 
appearing.” | 


LECTURE LXXlL 
THE GENERAL JUDGMENT AND ETERNAL. LIFE. 


SYLLABUS. 


See Conf. of Faith, ch. 33. Matt. ch. xxv; Jno. ch. v; 2 Thess.i: 7,10; Rev. 
x; 12 to end. 
1. What are God’s purposes in holding a final universal Judgment? And what 
the proofs that it will occur? 
Turrettin, Loc. xx, Qu. 6. Ridgley, Qu. 88. Davies’ Sermon on Judgment. 
Hodge Theol. Vol. i, p. 844. 
2. What will be the time, place, and accessory circumstances ? 

Dick, Lect. 83. Knapp, ¢ 155, and above authorities. 

3 Who will be the Judge? In what sense will the saints be His assessors ? 

Ridgley, as above. 

4. Who willbe judged? And for what? 

kidgley and Turrettin as above. 

5. By what rule? What the respective Sentences ? 

Seesame authorities. 

6. What will be the nature of the reward of the Righteous ? 

Same authorities, especially Dick, Lect. 83. Turrettin, Qu. 8, Io, Il. 12, 13. 

Knapp, 3 159, 160. Young’s Last Day... Hill, -bk. v, ch. 8. Hodge Theol, 

Vol. ili. p. 855. 

[? might seem that the purposes of God’s righteousness and 
government might, at. first view, be sufficiently satisfied by © 
a final distribution of rewards and punish- 
ments, to men, as they successively passed 
out of this life. But His declarative glory 
requires not only this, but a more formal, forensic act, by which 
His righteous, holy, and merciful dealing shall be collectively 
displayed before the Universe. For His creatures, both angels 
and men, are finite, and would remain forever in ignorance of a 
great part of His. righteous dispensation, unless they received 
this formal publication. By bringing all His subjects (at least 
of this province of His Universe) together, and displaying to all, 
the conduct and doom of all, He will silence every cavil, and 
compel every one to justify Him in all His dealings. 

But more than this: man is, during all his probationary 
state, a sensuous being. So that he certainly, 
if not.angels, is powerfully actuated by many 
motives arising out of a judgment, to shun 
sin, and seek after righteousness. The strict account, the 
prompt and irrevocable sentence pronounced upon it, the pub- 
lication of his sins, secret and open, to all the world, the acces- 
sories of grandeur and awe which will attend the last award, all 
appeal to his nature, as a social and corporeal creature, arous- 
ing conscience, fear, hope, shame of exposure, affection for 
fellow-men, and giving substance and reality to the doctrine of _ 
future rewards, ina way which could not be felt, if there were 
no judgment day. But, as was remarked concerning the death 
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1. Objects of Gen- 
eral Judgment. 


It Stimulates Con- 
science. 
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of the saints; if any benefit is to be realized from the certain 
prospect of an event, the event must be certain. 

Several arguments have been announced by theologians to 

Rational Arguments Show that reason might anticipate a general 
Invalid, Though Prob- judgment. (a). From the necessity of some 
abi: means to readjust the inequalities between 
men’s fates in this life and their merits. (b). From the terrors of 
man’s own guilty conscience. (c). From the pagan myths con- 
cerning future Judges, Rhamnusia, Eacus, Minos, Rhadamanthus. 
But these are rather evidences of future rewards and punish- 
ments, than of their distribution in the particular forensic form 
ofa general judgment. Reason can offer no more than a prob- 
able evidence of the latter; and this evidence is best seen from 
the objects which God secures by a judgment, when considered 
in‘the light of these convictions. So far as God Himself is con- 
cerned in the satisfaction of the attributes of justice in His own 
breast, it would be enough that He should see for Himself, each 
man’s whole conduct and merits, and assign each one, at such 
time and place as He please, the adequate rewards. But reason 
and conscience make a judgment probable, because they obvi- 
ously indicate the above valuable ends to be subserved by it. 
For it enables God, not only to right all the inequalities of His 
temporal providence, ard to sanction the verdicts of man’s con- 
science, but to show all this to His kingdom, to the glory of 
His grace and holiness; to unmask secret sin when He punishes 
it; to stop the mouths of the accusers of His people while He 
reveals and rewards their secret graces and virtues; and to 
apply to the soul, while on: earth, the most pee stimuli to 
obedience. 

But this is more clearly the doctrine tot Revelation. It 
would indeed be inaccurate to apply toa 
general judgment every thing which is said 
in the Bible about God’s judgment: as is done to too great an 
extent by some writers. For this word is sometimes used for 
God’s government in general (John v : 22) for a command or 
precept, (Ps. xix :9;) sometimes for God’s chastisements (1 
Pet. iv : 17,) sometimes for His vengeance, (Ps. cxlix : 9 ;) some- 
times for the attribute of righteousness, (Ps. xxii: 2, or Ixxxix: 
14 ;) sometimes for a special sentence pronounced. -But the 
following passages may be said to have more or less of a proper 
application tothe general judgment, and from them it will be 
learned that this has been the doctrine of the Church from the 
Banitest ages; viz; Jude 14°; Eccles: xi: 147° Ps. 1b; ; 3-6, ak. 
possibly Ps. xcvi: 13; Dan. vii: 10; Matt. xii< 365 xii: 41 ; 
xvi: 27; and most notably xxv: 31-46 Jah or a fege 315) ine SV ade 
Mor Vis TO saihess, 1: .7+Toe 2° Tim. iv’: rie gta = SN 9 
Other passages which will be quoted to show who are the 
Judge, and parties judged, and what the subjects of judgment, 
also apply fairly to this point. They need not be anticpiated here. 


Revelation Teaches it. 
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Some laxer theologians, especially. of the German school, 
have taught that all these passages do not 
teach a literal, universal, forensic act, but 
merely a state, to which God will successively 
bring all His creatures according to their respective merits; in 
short that the whole representation is merely figurative of cer- 
tain principles of retribution. The answer is, to point to the 
previous arguments, which show that not only equal retributions, 
but a public formal declaration thereof, are called for by the 
purposes of God’s government, and the system of doctrines ; 
and to show that the strong terms of the Scriptures cannot 
be satisfied by such an explanation. There are figures; but 
those figures must be literalized according to fair exegetical 
laws; and they plainly describe the judgment as something that 
precedes the execution of the retribution. 

The time of this great transaction, absolutely speaking, is, 
te and is intended to be, utterly unknown to the 
Time of the Judgment. alate . dJapthat kenneerae 

Did Apostles Miscalculate Whole human race, in order that its uncertain 
ty may cause all to fear; 1 Thess. v:2; 2 Pet. 
iii: 10; Matt. xxiv : 36, &c. Hence we may see the unscriptu- 
ralness of those who endeavor to fix approximately a day, which 
God intends to conceal, by their interpretations of unfulfilled 
prophecy. If the beginning of the millennium can be defi- 
nitely fixed by an event so marked as the personal advent of 
Christ ; if its continuance can be marked off by one thousand 
literal, solar years; and if the short apostasy which is to follow 
is to last only a few years, then God’s people will foreknow 
pretty accurately when’ to expect the last day. Again: the 
Jewish Christians, among many vague expectations concerning 
Christ’s kingdom, evidently expected that the final consum- 
mation would come at the end of one generation from Christ’s 
ascension. ‘This erroneous idea was a very natural deduction 
from the Jewish belief, that their temple and ritual were to sub- 
sist till the final consummation, when coupled with Christ’s 
declaration, in Matt. xxiv : that Jerusalem should be destroyed | 
in the day of some then living. See this misconception be- 
trayed, Matt. xxiv: 3; Actsi: 7. So they doubtless misunder- 
stood Matt. xvi; 28. Now, it has ever been a favorite charge 
against.the inspiration of the Apostles, in the mouths of infidels, 
that they evidently shared in this mistake. E. g. in James v: 
8; 2 Peter iii: 12; Phil. iv: 5, &c. But this charge is founded 
only in the ignorance of the Apostles’ various meanings when 
they speak of the ‘‘ coming,” or “presence,” of Christ. Often- 
times they mean the believer’s death ; for that is practically His 
coming and the end of the world, to that believer; and the 
space between that and the general judgment is to him no 
space practically ; because nothing can be done in it to redeem 
the soul. Their misunderstanding is clearly enough evinced by 
Paul in-2 Thess. ii : 1-3, &c., with « Thess. iv: 15,17. For the 
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latter place contains language than which none would be more 
liable to these skeptical perversions. Yet in the former citation 
we see Paul explicitly correcting the mistake. 

But while, absolutely, the time of the judgment is unknown, 

Ti Rollowet éshrrecs Telativelyiitiis-distinctlyi fixed: “It willbe 
tion. How Long Pro- immediately after the general resurrection, 
mace and just coincident with, or just after the 
final destruction of the globe by fire. . The good and evil men 
do, live after them. Hence, that measure of merit and demerit, 
which is taken from consequences, is not completely visible to 
creatures until time is completed. St. Paul-is still doing good: 
Simon Magus is still doing mischief. ‘ They being dead, yet 
speak.” We thus perceive a reason why God’s declarative 
judgment of men, meant as it is for the instruction of the crea- 
tures and practical vindication of Hisjustice, should be postponed 
until men’s conduct has borne its full earthly fruits. Hence 
it is that the great assize is placed immediately after the resur- 
Perieiemoecoiwey xc. TOMO end 2 .Thess. 1.7 to To, ;and 
similar passages. The duration of the judgment is commonly 
calleda day ; Act xvii: 31. Some, conceiving that the work 
of the judgment will include the intelligible revealing of the 
whole secret life of every creature, to every other creature, sup- 
pose that the period will vastly exceed one solar day in length, 
stretching possibly to thousands of years. If-all this is to be 
done, they may well suppose the time will be long. But tome, 
it seems far from certain that this universal revealing of every 
creature to every other, is either possible or necessary. Canany 
but an infinite mind comprehend all this immense number of 
particulars? Is it necessary, in order that any one creature 
may have all defective and erroneous ideas about God’s govern- 
ment corrected, which he has contracted in this life, to be intro- 
duced to the knowledge of parts of His dealings utterly unknown 
to, and unconnected with him? Hence I would say, that of 
the actual duration of the august scene, we know nothing. But: 
we are told that its accessories will be vast and majestic. The 
terrors of the resurrection will have just occurred, the earth 
will be just consigned to destruction. . Jesus Christ will appear 
on the scene with ineffable pomp, attended with all the redeemed 
and the angels; Actsi:11. The souls of the blessed will be 
reunited to their bodies, and then they will be assorted out from 
the risen crowd of humanity, and their acquittal and glorification 
declared to the whole assemblage; while the unbelievers will 
receive their sentence of eternal condemnation. 

The place of this transaction has also been subject of in- 
quiry. To me it appears indubitable that it 
will occupy a place in the literal sense of the 
word. To say nothing of the fact that disembodied souls are 
not ubiquitous, the actors in this transaction will be, many of 
them, clothed with literal bodies, which, although glorified or 
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damned, will occupy space just as really as here on earth. All 
that Scripture says about the place is, 1 Thess. iv: 17, that we 
“shall be caughtup . . .. into the clouds, to meet the Lord 
in the air.” Some, as Davies, have supposed that the upper 
regions of our atmosphere will be the place where the vast 
assembly will be held; while they will behold the world beneath 
them, either just before, or during the grand assize, wrapped in 
the universal fires. But.see 2 Peter iv: 10.. It would .seem 
most obvious from our notions of combustion, as well as from 
this passage, “that however that conflagration may be produced, 
our atmosphere, the great supporter of combustion, will be in- 
volved init. This may serve as a specimen of the ill-success 
which usually meets us when we attempt to be “ wise above 
that which is written” on these high subjects. The place is not 
revealed to, and cannot be. surmised by us. 

The Judge will unquestionably be Jesus Christ, in His 

Chia mediatorial person. See Matt. xxv: 31, 32; 
win os Christ Sxviii: 18; John v:27; Acts x:42: xvii: 
20s Romamive tog sr bilan omc naive 

These passages are indisputable. Nor have the Scriptures left 
us ignorant entirely, of the grounds of this arrangement. The 
honor and prerogative of judging “the quick and the dead,” is 
plainly declared, in Phil. ii:9, 10, to be a part of Christ's medi- 
atorial exaltation, and a just consequence of His humiliation, 
It was right that when the Lord of all condescended, in His 
unspeakabie mercy, to assume the form of a servant, and en- 
dure the extremest indignities of His enemies, He should enjoy 
this highest triumph over them, in the very form and nature of 
His humiliation. Indeed, in this aspect, His judging the world 
is but the crowning honor of His kingship; so that whatever 
views explain His kingly office, explain this function of it. But 
more than this: His saints have an interest in it. Then only is 
their redemption completed, justification pronounced finally, 
and the last consequences of sin obliterated. By the same 
reason that it was necessary they should have a “ merciful and 
faithful High Priest,’ in all the previous exigencies of their 
redemption, it is desirable that they should have their Mediator 
for their judge in this last crisis. Otherwise they would sink in 
despair before the terrible bar. They would be unable to an- 
' swer a word to the accuser of the brethren, or to present any 
excuse for their sins. But when they see their Almighty 
‘Friend in the judgment seat, their souls are re-assured. ‘This 
may be the meaning of the words ‘ “because: He isithe? Sonat 
man); Viohnak27. 

There seems to be a sense, in which the saints will sit and 
judge with Christ. .Ps. cxlix: 6-9; 1 Cor. 
Vis 23; Rev. xxi. oo Wesupposey nowne 
will understand from these passages, that 
Christians can, or will, exercise those incommunicable functions 
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of searching hearts, apportioning infinite penalties to infinite 
demerits, and executing the sentence with. almighty power. 
There are two lower meanings in which it may be said that 
saints shall judge sinners. Thus, in Matt. xii: 41, 42, the con- 
trast of Nineveh’s penitence is a sort of practical. rebuke and 
condemnation tothose who persist in the opposite conduct. But 
this does not express the whole truth. The saints are adopted 
sons of God; “heirs of God, and joint heirs with Christ; if so 
be we suffer with Him, that we may be also glorified together.” 
Rom. viii: 17. They also are “kings and priests unto God.” 
In this sense, they share, by a sort of reflected dignity, the ex- 
altation of their elder brother and in this, the culminating 
point of His mediatorial royalty, they are graciously exalted to 
share with Him, according to their lower measure. Having had 
their own acquittal and adoption first declared, they are placed 
in the post of honour, represented as Christ’s right hand, and 
there concur as assessors with Christ, in the remainder of the 
transaction. 

The persons to be judged will embrace all wicked angels 

and all the race of man. The evidence of 

4. Who Will Pe the former part of thi ition i licit 

Piiged ? part of this proposition is explicit. 

pee: Matt: vito 293) 14 Gorevii34 2 Pet ibe-4e; 

Jude 6. And that every individual of the human race will be 

present issevidenti from, Ecclesy xii: 145 “Ps:.1:4 3: 2:Cor. ve tho; 
Rom exinenton Watt. cis: 36,37 :ixxvigos)Revioxx 12, 

Some have endeavored to limit this judgment, (as the Pel- 
agians), to those men alone who have enjoyed gospel privileges. 
But if there are any principles in God’s government, calling for 
a general judgment of those subject to it, and if pagans are 
subject to it, then they also should be judged. And if the pas- 
sages above cited do not assert an actual universality of the 
judgment, it is hard to see how any language could. It will be 
noticed that men will be judged, and doubtless, the wicked 
angels likewise, for all their thoughts, words and deeds. This 
is obviously just, and is called for by the purposes ofa judgment. 
For if there was any class of moral acts which had not this 
prospect of a judgment awaiting them, men would think they 
could indulge in these with impunity. Upon the question 
whether the sins of the. righteous, already pardoned in Christ, 
will receive publicity in that day, Dick states the respective argu- 
ments. To me it appears that we must admit they will be, un- 
less we can prove that the places where men are warned that 
they must be judged “for every idle word,” for “every secret 
thing,’ were not addressed to Christians at all, but only to sin- 
ners. The disposition to deny that pardoned sins will be pub- 
lished in the day of judgment, doubtless arises from the feeling 
that it would produce a shame and compunction incompatible 
with the biessedness of their state. But will the saints not pub- 
lish their sins themselves, in their confessions? And is it not 
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the sweetest type of spiritual joy, that which proceeds from 
contrition for sin ? 

It may be further noticed, that the Scriptures are utterly 

silent as to the judging of the holy angels. 
be yaasea Angels Tt is therefore our duty to refrain from nor: 

: ing anything about it. Some have surmised 
that though they are not mentioned, they will be judged, 
because they have some connection through their ministry of 
love, with the men who will be judged. But, on the other hand, 
it may be remarked, there is significance in the fact, that all the 
creatures spoken of as standing at Christ’s judgment are sin- 
fulones. The holy angels never sinned ; they have been longago 
justified through a method totally inapplicable to fallen beings, 
the Covenant of Works, and this may constitute a-valid reason 
why they should not bear a share in this judgment of sinning 
beings, who are either justified by free grace or condemned. 

So far as the judgment is a display of God’s attributes to 
the creature, it is doubtless to those creatures 
who are conversant with this scene of earthly 
struggle. The holy angels are concerned in it as interested and 
loving spectators; the wicked angels as causes and promoters 
of all the mischief; man, as the victim and agent of earthly sin. 
If God has other orders of intelligent creatures, connected 
with the countless worlds of which astronomy professes to in- 
form us, who are not included in these three classes; it- is not 
necessary to supppose that they will share in this scene, because 
we have no evidence that they are cognizant of the sins and 
grace which lead to it. But here all is only dim surmise. 

The rule by which sinners and saints will be judged, will be 
the will of God made known to them. The 
Gentiles will be judged by that natural law 

written on their hearts ; the Jews of the Old Testament by that, 
and the Old Testament alone; but those who have enjoyed the 
Gospel in addition to the others, shall be judged by all three. 
(See Rati. ti1°125 Jno.xit: 485 Luke xii: 47’; |norxv 22). God 
will judge justly, and render to every man his due. In Dan. 
viiz 1050 Rev. ‘xx v12; thessame iphrasé 1s)employea bie 
judgment was set, vane the books opened.” Perhaps the mode 
of understanding this, most accordant with the mind of the 
Spirit, would be to attempt to apply the phrase, book, to noth- 
ing in particular, in the judgments of man; but to regard itasa 
mere carrying out of the august figure; a grand judicial trial. 
But if a more particular explanation must be had, we may per- 
haps concur in the belief, that one of these books is the Word 
of God, which is the statute-book, under which the cases must 
be decided ; another, the book of God’s remembrance, from 
which the evidence of conduct will be read: and still another, 
the book of God's decrees, where the names of men were re- 
corded before the foundation of the world. 
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In Matt. xxv, the reprobate are condemned because they 
Relation of Works have not performed to God’s suffering chil- 
of Charity to Judg- dren acts of beneficence and charity, and the 
baa righteous acquitted because they have. It 
may be briefly remarked here, that while sinners will be con- 
demned strictly on the merit of their own conduct, saints will 
be acquitted solely on the merit of Christ. They are rewarded 
according to, not because of the deeds done in the flesh. The 
evidence of this may be seen, where we refuted the doctrine 
of justification by works, and these very passsges were brought 
into review. But the purpose of God in the judgment is to 
evince the holiness, justice, love, and-mercy of His dealings to 
all His subjects. But as they cannot read the secret faith, love 
and penitence of the heart, the sentence must be regulated 
according to some external and visible conduct, which is cogniz- 
able by creatures, and is a proper test of regenerate character. 
It is very noticeable that not all righteous conduct, but only 
one kind, is mentioned as the test; these works of charity. 
And this is most appropriate, not only because they are accur- 
ate tests of true holiness, but because it was most proper that 
in a judgment where the acequittal can in no case occur, ex- 
cept through divine grace and pardon, a disposition to mercy 
should be required of those who hope for acceptance. (See 
Jas. iis, Matt. x: 12, xvii: 28, &c. 

The sentence of the righteous is everlasting blessedness; 
that of the wicked, everlasting misery. The 
discussion of the latter must be the subject 
of another lecture. The nature of eternal life [ shall now en- 
deavor to state. Far be it from us, to presume to be wise above 
that which is written ; let us modestly collect those traits of the 
saint’s everlasting rest, which the Bible, in its great re-erve on 
this subject, has seen fit to reveal. 

The place of this eternal life is usually called heaven. It 
is undoubtedly a place proper, and not 
merely a state. For there are now, the 
material bodies of Christ, and of Enoch and Elijah, if not of 
others. There will be a multitude of bodies. The finite glori- 
fied spirits there also have a wéz. It is vain for us to surmise, in 
what part of the Universe Christ’s glorified humanity now holds 
its court. The phrases “up,” “above,” “ascend,” &c., teach 
nothing ; for what is above to us, is beneath to our antipodes, 
in whose places we shall be in twelve hours. 

But it is not place, but character, which confers essential 

The Saints’ Blessed- Happiness. Weare taught indeed that occa- 
ness. (a) In Exemp- sion for this spiritual blessedness will be 
tion. (b) In Holiness. secured to the saints by their perfect exemp- 
tion from all natural evils, such as unsatisfied wants, pain, grief, 
sickness, violence, and death. (See Job iit: 17; Is. xxv: 8; 
Rev. vii: 16, 17; xxi: 4.) But the most important fact is, that 


54* 


6. The Sentences. 


@The Place of Reward. 


850 SYLLABUS AND NOTES 


the blessedness of the life everlasting is simply the perfection of 
that state which is begun here by the new birth and sanctifi- 
cation. As saith M. Henry, “ Grace is glory begun, and glory 
is but grace consummated.” (See Jno.v: 24; vi: 47; Gal.vi: 
7). On entering heaven, the soul is made perfectly holy; and 
thus every root of misery is removed. When we inquire for 
the objective sources of the saints’ bliss, we find them subordi- 
nately in the society of fellow-saints, but chiefly in God Him- 
self, and: .especially inthe Redeemeri: (Ps: lxxiuinzsemer 
xxi: 23). That the saints’ happiness will be social, is plain 
from the Bible representations; and I believe that those who 
have known and loved each other here, will recognize each 
other there.» (oee,1, Thess. ti a iG sie pated Reo ie ed 
appears very unreasonable that the love, and other social graces 
which are there perfected in their glorified humanity, should 
then have no objects. But the Holy Trinity will ever be the 
central and chief object, from which the believer’s bliss will be 
derived. 

This happiness will consist in the satisfaction of both mind 
and heart. Curiosity is one of the keenest 
and most uncloying sources of* interest and 
pleasure to the healthy mind. Then “we 
shall know even as we are known;” and our minds will find 
perpetual delight in learning the things of God and Hig provi- 
dence. Here. will be matter of study ample enough to fill 
eternity. 

Again: To love is to be happy: saith the Apostle John, 
“ He that dwelleth in love, dwelleth in God, 
and God in him.” Our terrestrial objects of 
affection have taught us, that if the heart could always be exer- 
cising its affection towards some worthy object, this would con- 
stitute happiness. But the object being earthly, we are con- 
stantly liable to be separated from it by distance, or to have it 
torn from us by death, when our affection becomes our torment. 
Or, being imperfect, it may wound us by infidelity or injustic®. 
Or else, corporeal wants drive us from it to labour. But now 
let us suppose the soul, endowed with an object of love wholly 
worthy and suitable, never separated by distance, nor torn 
away by death, incapable of infidelity, or unkindness ; is it not 
plain that in the possession and love of this object, there would 
be perpetual blessedness; external evils being fenced: off? 
Such an object is God, and such is the blessedness of heaven, 
springing from the perpetual indulgence of a love that never 
cloys, that is never interrupted, and never wounded, and that 
expresses its happiness in untiring praises. 

The answer to the question, where shall be the place of 
the saints’ final abode, is not vital. Where 
holiness, rest and Christ are, is heaven. But 
the doctrine that this earth is to be recon- 
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structed after its purgation by fire, and is to become the dwell- 
ing place of redeemed men and the God-Man, in their resur- 
rection bodies, is beautifully illustrative of some other truths ; 
and it seems strongly supported by the Scriptures. First, that 
destruction which awaits the world by fire (2 Peter iii: 7; 2 
Thess. i: 8,) is not to be anannihilation. There is no evidence 
that any atom of substance is annihilated; and we know that 
combustion annihilates no part of the fuel we burn. Words 
eum sas) strong. Gren svi 134 Heb. atsit4 Go2cPeteriit +6), 
are used concerning the flood, and the judgment of Satan and 
the wicked, where there was no annihilation. But if the earth 
is to exist after the final consummation, for what end will God 
use it? Second: many Scriptures speak. of this earth as a 
permanent structure, and as given to man for his home. See 
Lame evn OOM oa 2s exyintO xxxva ceeo > wins) 6 3 Matt 
v:5. The promise of the last three can scarcely be understood 
of any other than the renovated earth, because, as long as the 
Church is in its militant state, the righteous and the meek are 
forewarned that ‘in this world they shall have tribulation.” 
Third; the striking analogy between our bodies’ resurrection, 
and this zadqyyeveora of our earth, gives probability to the doc- 
trine. Man was created an incorporate, but holy and immortal 
creature. By his sin he corrupted his body with death. Re- 
demption does not propose to cast off this polluted body and 
save him as a new species of disembodied spirit: No, redemp- 
tion proposes to restore both parts of man’s nature, spirit and 
body, and in spite of sin and Satan, to realize in eternal perfec- 
tion God’s original conception of a holy, glorious and immortal, 
incorporate creature. So, by analogy, we naturally expect 
that when the earth, man’s heritage and home, is cursed for his 
sin and usurped by Satan, it is not to be surrendered to the 
usurpation, but to be redeemed and purged for its original 
destination, the eternal home of a glorified human race. This, 
fourthe: agrees exactly with Romy ‘wile sro tov23iand with 
Eph.i: 14. The material creation is here represented, by a 
vivid impersonation, as interested in our redemption, and des- 
tined to share it: and there is no other idea which answers so 
well to that of a purchased possession to be redeemed for us 
hereafter, as this. 

Fifth: when we pass to the New Testament prophecies, the 
evidence is clearer. Rev. v: 10, the representatives of the ran- 
somed Church sing to the Lamb: “Thou hast made us to our 
God kings and priests: and we shall reign on the earth!” This 
is a privilege which is to follow their present state of expectant 
glory. So 2 Peter iii: 13, tells us that believers are entitled to 
“look. for new heavens and a new earth, wherein dwelleth 
righteousness.” This promise is given in connection with the 
previous renovation of the earth by fire. In Rev. xxi: 1, 2, the 
apostle sees ‘“‘a new heaven and anewearth” .. . “and 
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the holy city, new Jerusalem, coming down from God out of 
heaven.” .In verse 3d he hears. a great voice out of heaven, 
saying: ‘Behold the tabernacle of God is with men, and He 
will dwell with them.” The crowning formula of the Covenant 
of Grace then follows, showing that this descent of God’s taber- 
nacle to earth is the final consummation of the redemption of 
men. 

This conclusion gives usa noble view of the immutability of 
God’s purpose of grace, and the glory of His victory over sin 
and Satan. This planet was fashioned to be man’s heritage; 
and a part of it, at least, adorned with the beauties of a para- 
dise, for his home. Satan sought to mar the divine plan, by 
the. seduction of our first parents. For long ages he has 
seemed to triumph, and has filled His usurped dominion with 
crime and misery. But his insolent invasion is not to be des- 
tined to obstruct the Almighty’s beneficent design. The intru- 
sion will be in vain. God’s purpose shall be executed. Mes- 
siah willcome and re-establish His throne in the midst of His 
scarred and ravaged realm; He will cleanse away every stain 
of sin and death, and make this earth bloom forever wita more 
than its pristine splendour; so that the very plan which was 
initiated when “ the morning stars sang together and the sons of 
God shouted for joy,” will stand to everlasting ages. 


LECTURE LXXII. 
NATURE AND DURATION OF HELL-TORMENTS. 


SYLLABUS. 


1.-In what will the torments of the wicked consist? 

Turrettin, Loc. xx, Qu. 7. Ridgley, Qu. 89. Knapp, 2 156. 

2. State the various opinions which have prevailed as to the duration of these 
pains. Which now most prevalent among Universalists ? 

Turrettin as above. Knapp, ? 156-158. Debate between Rice and Pingree. 

3. State and refute the usual objections against everlasting punishments, from 
God’s wisdom, mercy, benevolence, &c. 

Knapp as above. Rice and Pingree. 

4. What isthe proper force in the Scriptures of the original words which state 
the duration of these torments? 

Knapp, 3157. De Quincey’s Essays. 

5. Prove the everlasting duration of these torments from the sinner’s perpetual 
sinfulness; from the Scriptural terms, redemption, pardon, Salvation, &c.; from Uni- 
versal relation in Providence between conduct and destiny; from the existence of 
condemned angels; from the Resurrection; from temporal judgments of God on the 
wicked, as Sodom, &c.; from the justice of God and the unequal distribution of 
. rewards here. : 

Same authorities. 


[ ‘HE just reward of ill-desert is suffering. The Judgment 
results ina curse upon the impenitent, which dooms them, 
as none doubt, to some form of suffering. 


1. Natural Penalties. Theologians divide the pains which are thus 
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adjudged to the condemned, into natural, and positive. The 
former are those which proceed from the natural working of 
their own evil principles, of themselves, and according to nat- 
ural law; such pains as are foreshadowed in Is. iii’: 11; Gal. 
vi: 8; Jas. i: 15. These natural penalties consist of the loss 
or privation of eternal happiness, which only faith, repentance, 
and holiness can procure; of the remorse, self-accusation, and 
despair, which the soul will inflict on itself for its own folly and 
sin; of all the disorders, inward and social, of inordinate and 
malignant emotions; and as is most probable, at least, of the 
stings of carnal, sensual, and sinful desires deprived of all their 
earthly padbulum. As to this last, it appears most consistent to 
limit what is said, (1 Cor. xv : 45—end) of the spirituality and 
blessedness of the resurrection body, to the saints. The rép- 
robate will rise again; but as they never were savingly. united 
to Christ, they will never “ bear the image ofthe heavenly ” Adam. 
Hence, we naturally and reasonably anticipate, that their bod- 
ies, while immortal, will not share the glory and purification of 
the bodies of the Redeemed, but will still be animal bodies, 
having the appetites and wants of such. But earthly supplies 
therefor will be forever lacking. Hence, they will bea prey to 
perpetual cravings unsatisfied. 

The positive penalties of sin will be such as God will Him- 
self add, by new dispensations of His power, 
to inflict anguish on His enemies. The 
Scriptures always represent Him as arising to avenge Himself, 
as “pouring out His wrath’’ upon His enemies; and in such 
like, and a multitude of other expressions, whatever may be 
their figurative character, we cannot fail to see this truth, that 
God puts forth new and direct power, to inflict pain. The stu- 
pidity and obstinacy of many sinners, obviously, would be 
restrained by nothing less than the fear of these positive penal- 
ties. The mere natural penalties would appear to them wholly 
illusory, or trivial. Indeed, most sinners are so well pleased 
with their carnal affections, that they would rather declare 
themselves glad to accept, and even cherish, their merely nat- 
ural fruits. 

These positive penalties undoubtedly will include, when 

Will ‘They Afflict the body is raised, some corporeal pains, and 
iotedy! perhaps, consist chiefly in them; else, why 
; need the body be raised? And there is too 
obvious a propriety in God’s punishing sinners through those 
members which they have perverted into ‘‘ members of unright- 
eousness,” for us to imagine for a moment, that He will omit it. 
Once more; the imagery by which the punishments of the 
wicked are represented, however interpreted, is so uniform, as 
to make it impossible to suppose the bodies of the wicked are 
exempted. But whether their bodies will be burned with lit- 
eral fire and sulphur, does not appear so certain. In Matt. xxv, 
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the fire into which they depart is said to have been pre- 
pared from the foundation of the world, for the Devil and 
his angels. They are, and will always remain, incorporeal 
beings; and it does not seem probable that literal fire is the 
instrument which God has devised expressly for their torment. 
Some weight may also be given to this thought ; that other ad- 
juncts, as the darkness, the gnawing worm, the brimstone, the 
smoke, &c., seem to be images adopted from human tortures 
and earthly scenes. of anguish. Hence the conclusion to 
which Turrettin comes; that this is all imagery. But, however 
that may be, the images must be interpreted according to plain 
rules of right rhetoric. Interpret it as we may, we cannot get 
anything less from it than this: that sin will be punished with 
extreme and terrible bodily torments, as well as with natural 
pains. 
Those who’ deny the eternity of future punishments may 
+ Eternal’ Pumene be “divided: into) three: "Classes oir wet vane 
° S . : 

ments denied. 1. By those who resolve. the punishment of the 
Annihilationists. __ 2. wicked into annihilation. They believe accord- 

Restorationists. 3. Uni- , 
Sateaee ingly, that only the redeemed enjoy a resur- 
rection. Secondare the ancient and modern 
Restorationists, who hold to future punishments, longer or 
shorter, according to men’s guilt; but who suppose that each 
man’s repentance will be accepted after his penal debt is paid ; 
so that at length, perhaps after a long interval, all will be saved. ° 
It is said that the Originists believed that Satan and his angels 
would also be at last saved. The third opinion is that which is 
now widely prevalent among modern Universalists. This sup- 
poses, that the external and internal sufferings which each soul 
experiences during this life, and zz articulo mortis, will satisfy 
all the essential demands of the divine justice against its sins: 
and that there will, accordingly, be no future punishments. 
At death, they suppose, those not already penitent and holy, 
will be summarily sanctified by God, in His universal mercy. 
through Christ, and at once received into heaven forever. This 
scheme is the baldest and most extreme of all the forms of 
Universalism, and stands in most complete opposition to Scrip- 
ture. My arguments willtherefore havea special reference to it. 
To clear the way, the Annihilationist may be easily refuted, 
by all those passages which speak of future 
punishment, even though we grant it not eter- 
nal. Such are Mark ix: 44, 46; Matt. xxv, &c. The resur- 
rection extends to the wicked, as well as the righteous (Dan. 
xii: 2; John v: 28, 29). Nor does the quibble avail, that the 
phrase, “ everlasting destruction,” or such-like, implies annihila- 
tion. If this consisted in reducing the sinner forever to noth- 
ing, it would be instant destruction, not everlasting. How can 
punishment continue, when the subject of it has ceased to exist ? 
But it may be well to clear away obstructions, by refuting 
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3. God’s Love Con- the general grounds on which the eternity of 
sists With Eternal future punishments is denied. The most 
agua ad common of these is that construction of the 
text, “God is Love,” which makes Him pure benevolence, 
denying to Him all other moral attributes, and resolving them 
into phases of benevolence. But we reply; other texts say, 
‘God is Light ;” “Our God is aconsuming Fire.”’ Is He noth- 
ing but pure intelligence? Is He nothing but punitive justice ? 
We see the absurd contradictions into which such a mode of 
interpretation would lead us. Infinite benevolence, intelligence, 
justice, and truth are co-ordinate and consistent attributes, act- 
ing harmoniously. That God is not benevolent in such a sense 
as to exclude punitive justice, is proved thus: “It is a fearful 
thing to fall into the hands of the Living God”’ (Heb. x: 31. See 
aisOves Or vennl >) Psalxvi v5.2) Again Gods not:toobenev- 
olent to punish devils, once His holy children, eternally (See 
Rev. xx: 10). Nor can this ruinous fact be evaded by denying 
the personality of the devils; the usual resort of the Univer- 
salists. The marks of the real personality of devils are as clear 
as for Judas Iscariot’s. 

It is equally vain to appeal to the paternal benevolence of 
a father, claiming that God is more tender, 
and to ask whether any earthly parent is 
capable of tormenting his own child, however 
erring, with endless fire. The answer is in such passages as Ps. 
1:21. “ Thou thoughtest that I was altogether such an one as 
thyself, but I will rebuke thee,” (Is. lv : 8,) and by the stubborn 
fact, that this ‘God of Love” does punish a sinful world, under 
our eyes, with continual woes, many of them gigantic. How 
are these dealings to be reconciled with God’s benevolence ? 
By the sufferer’s guilt. Then, if the guilt of any is endless, the 
benevolence of God may permit them to suffer endlessly. Even 
if we accept the erroneous parallel to a human parent as exact, 
we may ask: Would a benevolent, wise, and just parent so 
spare an incorrigibly wicked son, as to sacrifice the order of his 
house, and the rights of the good children to his impunity ? 
This argument is sometimes put in this form: “ We are com- 
manded to be like God. We are also commanded to forgive, 
and love our enemies. But if we were like the Calvinists’ God, 
we must hate and damn our enemies.” The replies are, that 
God is also a magistrate; and that human magistrates are 
strictly required to condemn the wicked ; that we are under no 
circumstances required to pardon and love enemies, at the 
expense of justice and truth; that we are only required to 
restore the injurious enemy to our confidence and esteem, when 
he repents; the one great reason why we are enjoined not to 
revenge ourselves, is that “ vengeance is God’s ; He will repay ;” 
and that God does exhibit an infinite forbearance towards His 
enemies, by giving His own Son to die for their reconciliation 
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on the terms of faith and repentance ; the only terms consistent 
with His perfections. 

The attempt to argue, that God’s wisdom would forbid 

Gos Wisdom Com Set ‘to create immortal beings, and then 
sists with Eternal Pun- permit them to forfeit the ends of their exist- 
hens. ence, is exceedingly weak and presumptuous. 
Before the argument can apply, it must be determined what is 
God’s secret purpose as to the ultimate end of their existence. 
He must suppose himself omniscient, who imagines himself 
competent to decide. 

One would think that the declarations of the Scriptures 

about eternal punishments were clear enough 
ences Terms to decide the debate. But you are aware 
that the words used in the Scriptures for 

everlasting, eternal, &c., are said to mean also an “age,” a 
“dispensation,” a finite duration; and that we hear of the ever- 
lasting hills, and the covenant with David’s house as eternal as 
the sun; whereas we are told elsewhere, that the hills shall 
melt, and the sun be darkened, as David’s dynasty has perished. 

But these words are as strong as any the Greek language 
affords. (Aristotle, a¢wyeos from ae my). They are the same 
words which are used to express the eternity of God. If they 
have a secondary and. limited meaning in some applications, the 
subject and context should be appealed to, in order to settle the 
sense, Now, when these words are used. to describe a state, 
they always express one as long as the nature of the subject to 
which they ‘are applied can permit. When, e. g., the hills are 
called everlasting, it is evidently meant, that they will endure as 
long as the earth on which they rest. Now if “ everlasting tor- 
ment” is said to be the state of a sinful soul, those who believe 
the soul immortal are bound to understand by it a duration of 
the punishment coeval with that of the sufferer’s being. See’ 
Bs Rev axiviiiti ; XX: 10; with xxii’? $); 2 Thessi a> oF Mark 

P2903 Mattie vino: The conclusive fact is, that in Matt. 
SV 46, the same word describes the duration of the saint’s 
bliss and the sinner’s penalty. If the latter is not properly un- 
ending, the former is not. 

But more than this: Many texts convey the idea that the 
torments of sinners will never end, in terms 
and modes to which this quibble cannot 
attach. Thus, the state of men after death 
is changeless; and when the state of it is fixed at death, nothing 
more can be doné to modify it: Eccles. ix: 10; Johnix: 4; 
Eccles. xi: 3. Then it is asserted that “their worm dieth 
not.” ‘The fire is not quenched.” Mark ix : 43-47; Johniii: 
3 and 36; Luke xvi: 26; Rev. xxi: 8. Compared with verses 
I and 4, Rev. sei nr 2. 

But the strength of our argument is, that to teach the 
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si anversaltes Comite limited duration of the punishment of sin, 
dict whole Scripture; as Universalists and Restorationists have to 
meen a ornare contradict nearly every fact and doctrine of 

Sth dahil of the Bible. We have seen how they are 
compelled by their dogma to deny the personality of Satan. 
The Scriptures bear upon their very face this truth, that man 
must fulfill some condition in order to secure his destiny. Let 
that faith on which salvation turns be what it may, it is a some- 
thing the doing or not doing of which decides the soul’s state in 
different ways. See e.g., Mark xvi: 16, as one of a thousand 
places. But if the Universalist is true, he who believes and he 
who believes not, will fare precisely alike. Andhere I may add 
that powerful analogical argument; that under the observed 
course of God’s providence, men are never treated alike irre- 
spective of their doings and exertions; conduct always influ- 
ences destiny. But if the Universalist is true, the other world 
will be in contradiction to this. 

Again: if either the Universalist or Restorationist is true, 

There is no Pardon, thete is no grace, no pardon, no redemption, 
&c., nor Satisfaction and no salvation. For according to both, all 
PEO the guilt men contract is paid for; according 

) 5 
to the one party, in temporal sufferings on earth; according to 
the other, in temporary sufferings beyond the grave. Now that 
which is paid for by the sinner himself is not remitted to him. 
There is no pardon or mercy. Nor can it be said that there is 
any salvation. For the only evils to which the sinner is at any 
time liable, he meets and endures to the full. None are escaped ; 
there is no deliverance; no salvation. So we may charge, that 
their doctrines are inconsistent with that of Christ’s satisfaction 
er atonement. For of course, if each sinner bears his own 
guilt, there is no need of a substitute to bear it. Hence we 
find the advocates of these schemes explaining away the vicari- 
ous satisfaction of Christ. ; 

Indeed, it may justly be added, that the tendency of their 
system is to depreciate the authority of the 
Word, to deny its. plenary inspiration, to 
question its teachings with irreverent license, and to disclose 
much closer affinities with infidelity than with humble faith. 
This charge is fully sustained by the history of Universalist 
churches (so called) and of their teachers and councils. Finally, 
passing over for the time, the unanswerable argument, that sin 
has infinite ill desert, as committed against an excellent, perfect 
and universal law, and an infinite lawgiver, I may argue that 
even though the desert of a temporary season of sinning were 
only temporary penaities, yet if man continues in hell to sin for- 
ever, he will continue to suffer forever. While he was paving 
off a previous debt of guilt he would contract an additional one, 
and so be forever subject to penalty. 

An attempt is made to argue universal salvation from a 
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: few passages represented by Rom. v: 18, 
denny Pot texts Con- and 1 Cor. xv: 22, in which the word “all,” 
is used. I reply, 1st, that those who use this 
argument do not believe that “all,” or any “come into con- 
demnation” by Adam’s sin, or ‘die in Adam ;” and they have 
no right to argue thence that they will be saved in Christ. They 
cannot contradict me when I charge them with flatly denying 
the imputation of Adam ’s guilt to any of his posterity. I reply, 
2d, that the word “all” is, notoriously, used in the Scripture 
when it often does not mean actual universality; but only all of 
aiceftain class; Matti in’! 5*;) Market Sage So, Initheseteccs 
the meaning obviously is, that as in Adam all are condemned, 
all die, who are federally connected with him, so, in Christ, all 
savingly connected with Him are made alive. See the context. 
The very chapter which says, ‘‘The free gift came upon all,” 
&c., begins by saying that being “justified by faith,” we have 
peace with God. It must be then that the free gift comes upon 
“all” that believe. So 1 Cor. xv: 22, is immediately followed 
by these words: “ But every man in his own order, Christ the 
first fruits; afterwards they that are Christ’s at His coming.” 
Obviously, itis “all” who are Christ's, who are made alive in 
Him. «But let the Scripture tell’ us who are Christ’s.” “If any 
man have not the spirit of Christ, he is none of His.” There is 
this answer also, to the Universalist, quoting 1 Cor. xv : 22, that, 
apply it to whom we will, it teaches after all, not future blessed- 

ness, but the resurrection of the body. . 
This doctrine of the Resurrection also suggests an argu- 
ment against Universalism, because it is most 

The Doctrine — of 
Two Resurrections, clearly ‘taught that there are two) resurrec- 
tions; one forthe just and one for the unjust; 
one desirable, and one dreadful; one for which holy men of 
old strove, and one which they shunned. But if all at the res- 
urrection were renewed and saved, there would be but one res- 
urrection. The passage quoted from Jno. v: 29, settles that 
point. For it cannot be evaded by the figment of a metaphori- 
cal- resurrection, i. €.,a conversion in this life, because of this 
Christ had thus been speaking in verses 25 to 27. It is inc ontrast 
with this, that He then sets the real, material resurrection 
before us, in verses 28, &c. Moreover, if the resurrection be 
~made a metaphorical one, then in verse 29, we should have the 
good, in common with the wicked, coming out of that state of 
depravity and ruin, represented by the ‘“‘ graves” of verses 25, 20. 
(See also Philine wi; Heby xi% 95): 

If the modern Universalist scheme is true, then the only 
Death Would Not thing which prevents this life from being an 
be a Judgment to Sin- unmingled curse, and death a natural good, is 
bs Us the pain of parting and dissolution. If these 
were evaded bya quick and easy death, it would be an immeas- 
urable benefit; a step to an assured blissful state, from one both 
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sinful and unhappy. The most fortunate life here is almost 
worthless, compared with heaven. Hence, when one is sud- 
denly taken from this life, it is nota penalty, but a favour. We 
must contradict all that the Scriptures teach, of sudden deaths 
being a judgment of God against sinners. The antediluvians 
were gloriously distinguished from Noah, by being illustriously 
rewarded for their sins by a sudden and summary introduction 
to holiness and happiness; while he was punished for his piety, 
by being condemned to many hundreds of years of suffering, 
including all the horrors of his watery imprisonment. So, the 
Sodomites were rewarded for their sins, while Lot was punished 
by his piety. The cruel Egyptians were swept into glory on 
the waters of the Red Sea, while Moses was punished for his 

obedience by a tiresome pilgrimage of forty years. 
Again: the assertion that each man’s temporal sufferings in 
eee Wot Ade. ‘this: Ife Vand? in articulo morits, are a just 
quately Reguited. recompense for his sins, is false. Scripture 
here. and observation deny it; the former in Ps. 
Ixxii : 2, 14; Luke xvi: 25, and similiar passages; the latter in 
the numerous instances seen by every experienced person, 
where the humble, pure, retired, prayerful Christian spends 
years in pain, sickness, and poverty; while the sturdy rake or 
covetous man revels in the sensual joys or gains which he pre- 
fers, and then dies a painless and sudden death. In short, the 
facts are so plainly against this theory, that the notorious 
inequality of deserts and rewards in this life has furnished to 
every reflecting mind, both pagan and Christian, one of the 
strongest evidences in favour of future rewards and punishments. 
In this connection I would argue also, that on the modern 
Universal scheme, God would often be odi- 
ously unjust. But see Ps. Ixxxix : 14; Gen. 
Xvili: 25; Rom. i1:6, &c. Now our adver- 
saries stoutly deny that any guilt is imputed to Christ and pun- 
ished in Him. Hence, the flagrant inequality remains, accord- 
ing to them, forever uncompensated. The vilest and the purest 
would receive the same rewards, nay, in many cases, the 
advantage would be against the good ; Providence would often 
reward vice and punish virtue. For, if the monster of sin is at 
death renewed and carried immediately to heaven, just as is the 
saint, thenceforward they are equal; but before the sinner had 
the advantage. While holy Paul was wearing out a painful life 
in efforts to do good, many a sensualist, like his persecutor 
Nero, was floating in his preferred enjoyments. Both died vio- 
lent and sudden deaths; and then, as they met in the world of 
spirits, the monster receives the same destiny with the saint. 
So every one of even a short experience, can recall instances 
somewhat similar, which have fallen under his own observation. 
I can recall a pair of such persons, whose history may 
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illustrate both my last arguments. Their 
lives and deaths were nearly cotemporary, 
and I was acquainted with the history of both. Theone was a 
Christian female, in whom a refined and noble disposition, sanc- 
tified by grace, presented one of the most beautiful examp es 
of virtue which this world can often see. She united early 
and long-tried piety, moral courage, generosity, self-devotion, 
with the most feminine refinement of tastes, charity and tender- 
ness. There was a high frame of devotion without a shade of 
austerity ; there was the courage of a martyr, without a tinge 
of harshness. She combined the most rigid economy towards 
herself with the most liberal benefactions. For many years, 
she denied herself the indulgence of her elegant tastes, except 
such as nature offered without expense in the beauties of flower, 
and forest, and landscape, in order that she might husband the 
proceeds of a moderate competency for the needy, for the suf- 
fering, and for God. Her days were passed ina pure retire- 
ment, far from the strifes and corruptions of the world. Her 
house was the unfailing refuge of the sick and the unfortunate 
among her kindred and the poor; her life was little else than a 
long and painful ministration to their calamities; and more than 
once she had flown, with a moral heroism which astonished her 
friends, into the midst of pestilence, to be the ministering angel 
at the solitary couch of her suffering relatives. Never did neg- 
lect cause her devotion to flag, and never did reproach or injury 
wring from her a word or deed of retaliation, although she 
received not a little of both, even from those whom she strove 
to bless. Such was her life to the last. 

And now let us look at her earthly reward. Her whole life 
was spent in uncertain, or in feeble health. It was oftenher lot 
to have her kindness misunderstood, and her sensitive affections 
lacerated. She scarcely tasted earthly luxuries or ease; for she 
lived for others. At length, three years before her death, she 
was overtaken by that most agonizing and incurable of all the 
scourges which afflict humanity,.cancer. For three long years 
her sufferings grew, and with them her patience. The most 
painful remedies were endured in vain. The last weeks of her 
life were spent in utter prostration, and unceasing agony, so 
strong that her nurses declared themselves amazed and 
_affrighted to see a nature so frail as man’s bearing such a load 
of anguish. A peculiarity of constitution deprived her even 
of that poor resource of suffering, the insensibility of opiates. 
Up tothe very last hour of death, there was no respite; with- 
out one moment of relaxation in the agony, to commend her 
soul to her Saviour; maddened by unbearable pangs; crying 
like her dying Redeemer, ‘“ My God, my God, why hast thou 
forsaken me,” she approached the river of death, and its waters 
were not assuaged to ease her passage. 

Now for the contrast. During nearly the same period, and 
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in an adjoining county, there lived a man, who embodied as 
many repulsive qualities as it has ever been my lot to see in one 
human breast. His dark, suspicious eye, and malignant coun- 
tenance gave fit expression to the soul within. Licentious, a 
drunkard, devoid of natural affection, dishonest, quarrelsome, 
litigious, a terror to his neighbors, he was soiled with dark sus- 
picion of murder. He revelled in robust health; and as far as 
human eye could see, his soul was steeped in ignorance and 
sensuality, and his conscience seared as with heated iron. He 
was successful in escaping the clutches of the law, and seemed 
to live in the enjoyment of his preferred indulgences. At 
length this man, at the monthly court of his county, retired toa 
chamber in the second story of the tavern, drunk, as was his 
what, and lay down to sleep. The next morning, he was found 
under the window, stone dead, and with a_ broken. neck. 
Whether he had walked in his sleep, or the hand of revenge 
had thrust him out, was never known. In all probability he 
never knew what killed him, and went into the other world 
without tasting a single pang, either in body or soul, of the sor- 
rows of dissolution. 

Now let us suppose that these two persons, appearing so 

nearly at the same time in the presence of 
Thee Equal? Make God, were together introduced into the same 
heaven: : Where is the equality between their 
deserts and their rewards? On the whole, the providential dif- 
ference was in favour of the most guilty. If this is God’s jus- 
tice, then is He more fearful than blind chance, than the Prince 
of Darkness himself. To believe our everlasting destiny is in 
the hand of such unprincipled omnipotence, is more horrible 
than to dwell on the deceitful crust of a volcano. And if 
heaven consists in dwelling in His presence, it can have no 
attractions for the righteous soul. 

In conclusion; whether Universalism be true or false, it is 

Metecsiene his no waDeurdity to. teach. it, Alf ut turks out:true, 
Motive for Propa~ no one will have lost his soul for not learning 
eptoed: it. If it turns out false, every one who has 
embraced it thereby will incur an immense and irreparable evil. 
Hence, though the probabilities of its truth were as a million to 
one, it ‘would be madness and cruelty to teach it. 

But, apart from all argument, what should a right-minded 
man infer from the fact, that of all intelligent and honest stu- 
dents of the Scriptures, scarcely one in a million has found the 
doctrine of universal salvation in them. 

The chief practical argument in favor of Universalism is, 
doubtless, the sinful callousness of Christians 
towards this tremendous destiny of their 
sinful fellow-creatures. Can we contemplate 
the exposure of our friends, neighbours, and children to a fate 
so terrible, and feel so little sensibility, and make efforts so few 
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and weak for their deliverance! And yet, we profess to have 
faith! How can our unbelieving friends be made to credit the 
sincerity of our convictions? Here, doubtless, is the best 
argument of Satan, for their skepticism. And the best refu- 
tation of this heresy is the exhibition by God’s people of a 
holy, tender, humble, yet burning zeal to pluck men as brands 
from the burning. 


LECTURE LXXIIT. 
THE CIVIL MAGISTRATE. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. State the two theories of the origin of civil government out of a “social con- 
tract,’’ and out of the ordinance of God. Establish the true one. 

2. What is civil liberty? What its hmits ? 

3. What are the proper objects of the powers of the Civil Magistrate? What 
their limits? What the limits to the obedience of a Christian man to the Civil Mag- 
istrate? When and how far is the Christian entitled to plead a ‘higher law ?’ 

4. Is the citizen bound always to passive obedience? If not, when does the 
right of forcible resistance to an unjust government begin ? 

See Confession of Faith, ch. 23. Blackstone’s Com. bk. i. Introduc. 3 2. 
Paley’s Moral Phil. bk. vi, ch. 1-5, Aoztesquiten Esprit des Lotx, bk. i. ch. 1. 
Burlemagut, Vol. iv, pt. 1. Locke’s Treatise of Civil Gov., bk. ai. Princeton 
Review, Jan., 1851. Bledsoe on Liberty and Slavery, ch. 1, So. Rev. Art. 
‘Civil Liberty.’ Defence of Virginia and the South, ch. 7, 3 3. : 


HE duty of the Christian citizen to civil society is so exten- 
sive and important, and so many questions arise as to its 
limits and nature, the propriety of holding 
office, the powers exercised by the magis- 
trate, &c., that the teacher, of the Church 
should be well grounded in the true doctrine of the nature of 
the commonwealth. Hence, our Confession has very properly 
placed this doctrine in its 23d chapter. It is emphatically a 
doctrine of Scripture. 
Three opposing theories have prevailed, among nominally 
ie Christian philosophers, as to the origin and 
1. Theories of Gov- extent of the Civil Magistrate’s powers. The 
ernment Origin. , 
. one traces them to a supposed social con- 
tract. Men are to be at first apprehended, they say, as insu- 
lated individuals, separate human integers, all naturally equal, 
and each by nature absolutely free, having a natural liberty to 
exercise his whole will, as a “ Lord of Creation.” But the 
experience of the exposure, inconveniences, and mutual vio- 
lences of so many independent wills, led them, in time, to be 
willing to surrender a part of their independence, in order to 
secure the enjoyment of the rest of their rights. To do 
this, they are supposed to have conferred, and to have entered 
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into a compact with each other, binding themselves to each 
other to submit to certain rules and restraints upon their natu- 
ral rights, and to obey certain ones selected to rule, in order that 
the power thus delegated to their hands might be used for the 
protection of the remaining rights of all. Subsequent citizens 
entering the society, by birth or immigration, are supposed to 
have given an assent, express or implied, to this compact. The 
terms of it form the organic law, or constitution of the com- 
monwealth. And the reason why men are bound to obey the 
legitimate commands of the magistrate is, that they have thus 
bargained with their fellow-citizens to obey, for the sake of 
mutual benefits. 

Many writers, as Blackstone and Burlemaqui, are too sen- 

sible not to see that this theory is false to 
Pe cere the facts of the case; but they still urge, 

that although individual men never existed, 
in fact, in the insulated state supposed, and did not actually 
pass out of that state into a commonwealth state, by a formal 
social contract; yet such a contract must be assumed as implied, 
and as offering the virtual source of political power and obli- 
gation. Thus Blackstone, wbz supra, p. 47 : ““ But though society 
had not its formal beginning from any convention of individuals, 
actuated by their wants and their fears; yet it is the sense of 
their weakness and imperfection which keeps mankind together ; 
that demonstrates the necessity of this union; and that there- 
fore is the solid and natural foundation, as well as the cement of 
eivilesociety.” \, Tous it: appears, that.if the compact. never 
occurred in fact, but is only a supposititious one, a legal fiction 
it is no basis for any theory, and no source for practical rights 
and duties. 

The other theory may be called the Christian. It traces 
civil government to the will and providence 
of God, who, from the first, created man with 
social instincts and placed him under social relations (when men 
were few, the patriarchal, as they increased, the commonwealth). 
It teaches that some form of social government is as original as 
man himself. If asked, whence the obligation to obey the civil 
magistrate, it answers: from the will of God, which is the great 
source of all obligation. The fact that such obedience is greatly 
promotive of human convenience, well-being and order, con- 
firms and illustrates the obligation, but did not originate it. 
Hence, civil government is an ordinance of God; magistrates 
rule by His providence and by His command, and are Huis 
agents or ministers. Obedience to them, in the Lord, is a reli 
gious duty, and rebellion against them is not only injustice to 
our fellow-men, but disobedience to God. This is the theory 
plainly asserted by Paul, Rom. xiii: 1-7, and 1 Peter i: 13-18 
tt may be illustrated by the parental state. 

This account of the matter has been also pushed to a niost 
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vicious extreme, by the party known as Le- 
gitimatists, or advocates of the Divine right 
of royalty. The Bible here teaches us, they 
assert, that the power the civil magistrate holds, is in no sense 
delegated from the people, but wholly from God; that the 
people have no option to select or change their form of govern- 
ment, any more thana child has to choose its parent, or a soul 
the deity it will worship; that no matter how, oppressive or 
unjust the government may be, the citizen has no duty nor right 
but passive submission, and that the divinely selected form is 
hereditary monarchy—the form first instituted in the hand of 
Adam, continued in the patriarchal institution, re-affirmed in 
the New Testament, and never departed from except by heaven- 
defying republicans, &c. 

This servile theory we easily refute by many facts. Men 
in society do not bear to rulers the relation 
of children to parents, either in their greater 
weakness, inferiority of knowledge or virtue, or in the natural 
affection felt for them, but are, in the general, the natural equals 
of their rulers. Hence, the argument from the family to the 
commonwealth to prove that it is monarchical, utterly fails. 2d. 
The chosen form given by God to the Hebrew Commonwealth 
was not monarchical, but republican. And when He reluc- 
tantly gave them a king, the succession was not hereditary, but 
virtually elective, as witness the cases of David, Jeroboam, Jehu, 
&c. 3d. The New Testament does not limit its teachings to the 
religious obligation to obey kings, but says generally! “the 
Powers that be are ordained of God.” “ There is no power but 
of God”: thus giving the religious source, equally to the 
authority of kings and constables, and giving it to any form of 
government which providentially existed de facto. The thing 
then, which God ordains, is not a particular form of gov- 
ernment, but that men shall maintain some form of govern- 
ment. Last, it is peculiarly fatal to the Legitimatist theory that 
the actual government of Rome, which the New Testament 
immediately enjoined Christians to obey, was not a legitimate, 
nor a hereditary monarchy, but one very lately formed in the 
usurpation of Octavius Czsar, and not in a single instance trans- 
mitted by descent, so far as Yaul’s day. | 

On the contrary, while we emphatically ascribe the fact of 
civil government and the obligation to obey 
it, to the will of God, we also assert that in 
the secondary sense, the government is, poten- 
tially, the people. The original source of the power, the 
authority and the obligation to obey it, is God, the human 
source is not an irresponsible Ruler, but the body of the ruled 
themselves, that is, the sovereignty, so far as it is human, resides 
in the people, and is held by the rulers, by delegation from 
them. It is, indeed, the ordinance of the supreme God, that 
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such delegation should be made, and.the power so delegated be 
obeyed, by each individual; but still the power, so far as it is 
human, is the people’s power, and not the ruler’s. This is 
proved by two facts. All the citizens have a general native 
equality ; they possess a common title, in the general, to the 
benefits of existence, as being all human beings and children of 
a common Creator. They are all alike under the golden rule, 
which is God’s great charter of a general equality. Hence the 
second fact, that the government is for the governed, not for the 
especial benefit of the governors. The object of the institution, 
which God had in view, was the good of the community. The 
people are not for the rulers, but the rulers for the people. 
This is expressly stated by Paul, Rom. xiii: 3, 4. Now, as 
before stated, the rulers have no monopoly of sense, virtue, 
experience, natural right, over their fellow-citizens, and hence 
the power of selecting rulers should be in the citizens. 

Having thus cleared the Scriptural theory from the odious 

Social Contract Re- Perversions of the advocates of “ legitimacy,” 
futed. 1st.NotFound- I proceed to affirm it against the vain dream 
se eet of a social contract, and the theory of obli- 
gation based upon it. Ist. It is notoriously false to the actual 
facts. Civil government is not only a theory, but a fact; the 
origin of it can therefore be only found in a fact, not in a legal 
fiction. The fact is, that men never rightfully existed for one 
moment in the state of independent insulation, out of which 
they are supposed: to have passed, by their own option, 
into a state of society. God never gave them such indepen- 
dency. Their responsibility to Him, and their civic relations to 
fellow-men, as ordained by God, are as native as their existence 
is. They do not choose their civic obligations, but are born 
under them ; just.as a child is born to his filial obligations. And 
the simple, practical proof is, that if one man were now to claim 
this option to assume civic relations and obligations, or to 
decline them, and so forego the advantages of civic life, any 
civilized government on earth would laugh his claim to scorn, , 
and would immediately compel his allegiance by force. The 
mere assumption of such an attitude as that imagined for the 
normal one of man, and of the act in which it is supposed’ 
government legitimately’ originates, would constitute him an 
outlaw ; a being whom every civil society claims a natural right 
to destroy; the right of self-preservation. 

The theory is atheistic, utterly ignoring man’s relation to 
his Creator, the right of that Creator to deter- 
mine under what obligations man shall live ; 
and the great Bible fact, that God has determined he shall live 
under civic obligations. 

It is utterly unphilosophical, in that, while the ethics of 
_ government should be an inductive science, 

this theory is, and by its very nature must be, 
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utterly devoid of experimental evidence! Hence it has no 
claims to be even entertained for discussion, 2% foro scientia. 

If the authority of laws and constitutions and magistrates 
originates in the social contract, then certain 
most inconvenient and preposterous conse- 
quences would logically follow. One is, that however incon- 
venient and even ruinous, the institutions of the country might 
become, by reason of the changes of time and circumstance, no 
majority could ever righteously change them, against the will uf 
any minority ; for the reason that the inconveniences of a bar- 
gain which a man has voluntarily made, are no justification for 
his breaking it. The righteous man must not change, though 
he has “sworn to his own hurt.” Another inconvenience 
would be, that it could never be settled what were the terms 
agreed upon in the original social contract; and what part of 
the existing laws were the accretions of time and of unwar- 
ranted power, save, where the original constitution was in wri- 
ting. A worse consequence would be, that if the compact 
originated the obligation to obey the civil magistrate, then any 
one unconstitutional or unjust act of the ruler would break that 
compact. But when broken by one side, it is broken for both ; 
and allegiance would be wholly voided. 

Last: The civil magistrate is armed with some powers, 
which could not have been created by a social contract alone ; 
because they did not belong to the contracting parties, viz: 
individual men cannot give, for instance, the right of life and 
death. No man’s life belongs to him, but to God alone. He 
cannot transfer what does not belong to him; nor can one say, 
that although the individual may not have the right to delegate 
away a power over his own life which he does not possess, yet 
the community may be justified in assuming it, by the law of 
self-preservation. For there is no community as yet, until this 
theory of its derivation from a social contract is established. 
There is only a number of individual, unrelated, independent 
men 


4th. Inconsistent. 


To elucidate and establish these ideas farther, let us inquire 

Natural Liberty What? What is the true difference between man’s 
Civil Liberty how Differ- natural liberty and his civil liberty. The 
ing? advocates of the theory of a social compact 
seem to consider, as indeed some of them define, men’s natural 
liberty to bea freedom to do what they please. They all say that 
Government limits or restrains it somewhat, the individual sur- 
rendering a part in order to have the rest better protected. 
Hence it follows, that all government, even the republican, 
being of the nature of restraint, is in itself a natural evil, anda 
natural infringement on right, to be endured only as an expedi- 
ent for avoiding the greater evil of anarchy! Well might such 
theorists deduce the consequence, that there is no ethical 
sround for obedience to government, except the implied assent 
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of the individual; the question would be, whether it is nota 
surrender of duty to come under such an obligation? They 
also, of course, confound a man’s natural rights and natural 
liberties together ; they would be still more consistent, if, with 
their great inventor, Hobbes, they denied that there was any 
such thing as rights, distinct from might, until they were facti- 
tiously created by the restraints of civil government. 

This view I consider, although embraced in part by the 
current of Christian moralists, is only worthy 
of an atheist, who denies the existence of 
any original relations between the Creator 
and creature, and of any original moral distinctions. It ignores 
the great fact, that man’s will never was his proper law; it 
simply passes over, in the insane pride of human perfectionism, 
the great fact of original sin, by which every man’s will is more 
or less inclined to do unrighteousness. It falsely supposes a 
state of nature, in which man’s might makes his right ; whereas 
no man is righteously entitled to exist in that state for one 
instant. But if you would see how simple and impregnable is 
the Bible theory of natural and civil liberty, take these facts, un- 
disputed by any Christian. The rule of action is moral: moral 
obligations are as original (as natural) as man himself. The 
practical source and measure of them is God’s will. That will, 
ab inttio, binds upon man certain relations and duties which he 
owes to God and to his fellow man; and also defines his right, 
i. e., those things which it is the duty of other beings to allow 
him to haveandto do. Man enters existence with those moral 
relations resting, by God’s will, upon him. And a part of that 
will, as taught by His law and providence is, that.man shall be 
a member of, and obey, civil government, Hence, government 
is as natural as man is. What then is man’s natural liberty? 
I answer: it is freedom to do whatever he has a moral right to 
do. Freedom to do whatever a man is physically able to do, 
is not a liberty of nature or law, but a natural license, a natural 
iniquity. What is civil liberty then? I reply still, it is (under 
a just government) freedom to do whatever a man has a moral 
right to do. Perhaps no government is perfectly just. Some 
withhold more, some fewer of the citizen’s moral rights: none 
withhold them all. Under all governments there are some 
rights left; and so, some liberty. A fair and just government 
would be one that would leave to ‘each subject of it, in the 
general, (excepting exceptional cases of incidental hardship,) 
freedom to do whatever he had a moral right to do, and take 
away all other, so far as secular and civic acts are concerned. 
Such a government, then, would not restrain the natural liberty 
of the citizens at all. Their natural would be identical with 
their civic liberty. Government then does not originate our 
rights, neither can it take them away. Good government does 
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originate our liberty in a practical sense, i. e., it secures the 
exercise of it to us. 

The instance most commonly cited, as one of a natural 

No Natural Right tight surrendered to civil society, is the right 
Sacrificed to Just Gov- of self-defence. We accept the instance, 
ae and assert that it fully confirms our view. 
For if it means the liberty of forcible defence at the time the 
unprovoked aggression is made, that is not surrendered; it is 
allowed under all enlightened governments fully. If it mean the 
privilege of a savage’s retaliation, I deny that any human ever 
had such a right by nature. ‘‘ Vengeance is mine, saith the 
Lord.” If it mean the privilege to attach the righteous tempo- 
ral penalty, and execute it ourselves, on the aggressor, so as to 
deter him and others from similar assaults, I deny that this is 
naturally a personal right; for nothing is more unnatural than 
for a man to be judge in his own case. Other instances of sup- 
posed loss of natural rights are alleged with more plausibility ; 
as when a citizen is restrained by law from selling his corn out 
of the country, (a thing naturally moral per se) from some eco- 
nomic motive of public good; and yet the righteous citizen 
feels bound to obey. I reply: if the restriction of the govern- 
ment is not unjust, then there exists such a state of circum- 
stances among the fellow citizens, that the sale of the corn out 
of the country, under those circumstances, would have been a 
natural breach of the law of righteousness and love towards 
them. So that, under the particular state of the case, the man’s 
natural right to sell his corn had terminated. Natural rights 
may change with circumstances. 

Here we may understand, in what sense “all men are by 
nature free and equal.” Obviously no man 
is by nature free, in the sense of being born 
in possession of that vile license to do what- 
ever he has will and physical ability to do, which the infidel 
moralists understand by the sacred name of liberty. For every 
man is born under obligation to God, to his parents, and to such 
form of government as may providentially be over his parents. 
(I may add the obligation to ecclesiastical government is also 
native). But all men have a native title to that liberty which I 
have defined, viz: freedom to do what they have a moral right 
to do. But as rights differ, the amount of this freedom to 
which given men have a natural title, varies in different cases. 
But all men are alike in this; that they all have the same gene- 
ral right by nature, to enjoy their own natural guvantum of free- 
dom, be it what it may. Again: are all men naturally equal in 
strength, in virtue, in capacity, or in rights? The thought is 
preposterous. The same man does not even continue to have 
the same natural rights all the time. The female child is born 
with a different set of rights in part, from the male child of the 
same parents; because born to different native capacities and 
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natural relations and duties. In what then are men naturally 
equal? I answer, first: in their common title to the several 
guantums of liberty appropriate to each, differing as they do in 
different men; second,. they are equal in their common 
humanity, and their common share in the obligations and bene- 
fits of the golden rule. All men are reciprocally bound to love 
their neighbors as themselves ; and to do unto others, as they 
would that others should do to them. See Job xxxi: 13-15. 
Here inspiration defines that equality as in full force between 
master and slave; and as entirely compatible with that relation. 
Here is the great charter of Bible republicanism. Men have by 
nature, a general equality in this; not a specific one.. Hence, 
the general equality of nature will by no means produce a lite- 
ral and universal equality of civil condition; for the simple 
‘reason that the different classes of citizens have very different 
specific rights; and this grows out of their differences of sex, 
virtue, intelligence, civilization, &c., and the demands of the 
common welfare. Thus, if the low grade of intelligence, virtue 
and civilization of the African in America, disqualified him for 
being his own guardian, and if his own true welfare (taking the 
“ general run’ of cases) and that of the community, would be 
plainly marred by this freedom ; then the law decided correctly, 
that the African here has no natural right to his self-control, as 
to ‘his own labour and locomotion. Hence, his natural liberty is 
only that which remains after that privilege is retrenched. Still 
he has natural rights, (to marriage, to a livelihood from his own 
labour, to the Sabbath, and to the service of God, and immor- 
tality, &c., &c). Freedom to enjoy all these constitutes his 
natural liberty, and if the laws violate any of it causelessly, they 
are unjust. 
The two remaining questions are more practical, and may 
be discussed more briefly. We discard the 
(a Open RDO of theocratic conception of civil government. 
The proper object of itis, in general, to secure 
to man his life, liberty, and property, i. e., his secular rights. 
Man’s intellectual and spiritual concerns belong to different 
jurisdictions ; the parental and the ecclesiastical. The evidence 
is, that the parental, and the ecclesiastical departments of duty 
and right are separately recognized by Scripture and distinctly 
fenced off, as independent circles. (See also Jno. xviii : 35, 36; 
Iouke xiiert14iy i2« Core x: 45; “Mattoxxii sap): The’ powers ‘of 
the civil magistrate then, are limited by righteousness, (not 
always by facts) to these general functions, regulating and 
adjudicating all secular rights, and protecting all members of 
civil society in their enjoyment of their several proper shares 
thereof. This general function implies a number of others; 
prominently, these three: taxation, punishment, including capi- 
tal for capital crimes, and defensive war. For the first, (see 
Matt. xxii: 21; Rom. xiii: 6, 7 ;) for the second, (see Gen. ix: 
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5.0; Num, xxxv.?-33 5::Rom. -xili::445 5) forthe third(Bx. 
xvii: 9, and passim in Old Testament; Luke iii: 14, 15 ; Acts 
x:1, 2) The same thing follows from the power of capital 
punishment. Aggressive war is wholesale murder. The magis- 
trate who is charged with the sword, to avenge and prevent 
domestic murder, is a fortiort charged to punish and prevent 
the foreign murderer. . 
But, few governments are strictly just; and the inquiry 
Duty of Christians therefore arises: How shall the Christian 
to Unjust Civil Gov- citizen act, under an oppressive command of 
Sr the civil magistrate? I reply, if the act 
which he requires is not positively a sin fer se, it must be 
obeyed, although in obeying we surrender a clear, moral right 
of our own. The proof is the example of the Bible saints— 
the fact that the very government to which Paul and Peter chal- 
lenged obedience as a Christian duty, was far from being an 
equitable one; and the truth that a harsh and unjust govern- 
ment is a far less evil than the absence of all government. The 
duty of obedience, does not, as we have seen, spring out of our 
assent, nor from the government’s being the one of our choice, 
but from the providence of God which placed us under it, 
coupled with the fact that government is His ordinance. Ifthe 
thing commanded by the civil magistrate is positively sinful, 
then the Christian citizen must refuse obedience, but yield sub- 
mission to the penalty therefor. Of course, he is entitled, 
while submitting either in this or the former case, to seek the 
peaceable repeal of the sinful law or command; but that he is 
bound to disobey it in the latter case, is clear from the example 
of the apostles and martyrs: Actsiv: 19; v; 29; and fromthe 
obvious consideration, that since the civil magistrate is but God’s 
minister, it is preposterous God’s power committed to him should 
be used to pull down God’s authority. But does not the duty 
of disobeying imply that there ought to be an immunity from 
penalty for so doing? I reply, of course, in strict justice, there 
ought ; but this is one of those rights which the private Chris- 
tian may not defend by violence, against the civil magistrate. 
The magistrate is magistrate still, and his authority in all things, 
not carrying necessary guilt in the compliance, is still binding, 
notwithstanding his unrighteous command. Tosuffer is not sin 
- per se: hence, although when he commanded you to sin, you 
refused, when he commands you to suffer for that refusal, you 
acquiesce. It should be again remembered, that an unjust 
government is far better than none at all. It is God’s will that 
such a government, even, should be obeyed by individuals, 
rather than have anarchy. If aman holds office under a govern- 
ment, and the official function enjoined upon him is positive sin, 
it is his duty to resign, giving up his office and its emoluments, 
along with its responsibilities, and then he has no more concern 
with the unrighteous law than any other private citizen. That 
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concern is simply to seek its repeal by constitutional means. If 
the majority, or other controlling force in the constitution make 
that appeal unattainable for him, then the private citizen is clear 
of the sin, and has no concern with the sinful law. He isneither 
bound, nor permitted to resist it by force. But for an official 
of government to hold office, promise official obedience, and 
draw his compensation therefor, and yet undertake to refuse to 
perform the official duties of his place, on the ground that his 
conscience tells him the acts are morally wrong; this is but a 
disgusting compound of pharisaism, avarice and perjury. Thus 
we have, in a nutshell, the true doctrine of a “ higher law,” as 
distinguished from the spurious. 

One more question remains: Who is to be the judge when 
the act required of the citizen by law is 
morally wrong? I reply, the citizen himself, 
in the last resort. This is the great Protes- 
tant and Scriptural.doctrine of private judgment. We sustain 
it by the obvious fact, that when the issue is thus made between 
the government and its citizen, if that 1s to be absolute judge in 
its own case, there is an end of personal independence and 
liberty. But the government’s judgment being thus set aside, 
there remains no other human umpire. 2d. Every intelligent 
being lies under moral relations to God, which are immediate 
and inevitable. No creature in the universe can answer for him, 
in a case of conscience, or step between him and his guilt. 
Hence, it is the most monstrous and unnatural injustice that any 
power should dictate to his conscience, except His divine Judge. 
See Prov. ix: 12; Rom. xiv: 4. The clear example of Bible 
saints sustains this, as cited above ; for while they clearly recog- 
nized the legitimacy of the magistrate’s authority, they claim 
the privilege of private judgment in disobeying their commands 
to sin. If it be said that this doctrine is in danger of intro- 
ducing disorder and insubordination, I answer, no; not under 
any government that at all deserves to stand; for when the right 
of private judgment is thus exercised, as an appeal to God’s 
judgment, and with the fact before our faces, that if we feel 
bound to disobey the law, we shall be still bound to submit 
meekly to the penalty, none of us will be apt to exercise the 
privilege too lightly. 

Thus far, we have considered the individual action of the 
citizen towards an unrighteous government, 
and have shown that, even when constrained 
to disobey an unrighteous law, he must sub- 
mit to the penalty. Do we then inculcate the slavish doctrine 
of passive obedience, which asserts the divine and irresponsible 
right of kings, so that even though they so abuse their powers 
that the proper ends of government are lost, God forbids resist- 
ance? Byno means. To Americans, whose national existence 
and glory are all founded on the “right of revolution,” slight 
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arguments would probably be needed to support it. But, it is 
the duty of thinking men to have some better support for their 
opinions, than the popularity of them. 
The argument for passive obedience, from Romans 13, is 
Argument for Pas- @t first view, plausible, but will not bear 
sive Obedience Ke- inquiry. Note that the thing which is there 
ee declared to be of divine authority, is nota 
particular form of government, but submission to the govern- 
ment, whatever it is. God has not ordained what government 
mankind shall live under, but only that they shall live under a 
government. The end of government is not the gratification 
of the rulers, but the good of the ruled. When a form of gov- 
ernment entirely ceases, as a whole, to subserve its proper end, 
is it still to subsist forever? This is preposterous. Who then. 
is to change it? The submissionists say, Providence alone. 
But Providence works by means. Shall those means be exter- 
nal force or internal force? These are the only alternatives ; 
for of course corrupt abuses will not correct themselves, when 
their whole interest is, to be perpetuated. External force is 
unauthorized; for nothing is clearer than that a nation should 
not interfere, uncalled, in the affairs of another. Again: we 
have seen that the sovereignty is in the people rather than the 
rulers; and that the power the rulers hold is delegated. May 
the people never resume their own, when it is wholly abused to 
their injury? There may be obviously a point then where 
“resistance to tyrants is obedience to God.” The meaning of 
the apostle is, that this resistance must be the act, not of the 
individual, but of the people. The insubordination which he 
condemns, is that which arrays against a government, bad like 
that of the Czesars perhaps, the worse anarchy of the individual 
will. But the body of the citizens is the commonwealth ; and 
when the commonwealth arises and supersedes. the abused 
authority of her public servants, the allegiance of the individual 
is due to her, just as before to her servants. But it may be 
asked, How can the commonwealth move to do this, except by 
the personal movement of individuals against the “ powers that 
be?” 1 answer, (and this explains the true nature of the right 
of revolution): true: but if the individual moves, when he is 
not inspired by the movement of the popular heart; when his 
‘motion is not the exponent, as well as the occasion, of theirs, 
he has made a mistake—he has done wrong—he must bear his » 
guilt. It is usually said, as by Paley, that a revolution is only 
justifiable when the evils of the government are worse than the 
probable evils of the convulsive change; and when there is a 
reasonable prospect of success. The latter point is doubtful. 
Some of the noblest revolutions, as that of the Swiss, were 
rather the result of indignation at intolerable wrong, and a gen- 
erous despair, than of this calculation of chances of success. 


LECTURE LXXxIV. 
RELIGIOUS LIBERTY. 


SYLLABUS. 


1. Establish the doctrine of Religious Liberty and the right of Private Judgment. 
2. Discuss and refute the theory of Church Establishments held by Prelatists, 


and that of Chalmers. 
3. What are the proper relations between State and Church? And what the 
powers and duties of the civil magistrate over ecclesiastical persons and property? 
Conf. of Faith, ch. 20, and ch. 23, 3 3. Locke’s first Letter on Toleration. 
Milton’s Areopagitica, or Plea for the Liberty of Unlicensed Printing. Vattel, 
Law of Nature and Nations, bk. i, ch. 12. lontesqguieu Esprit des Lots, bk. 
xxv. Chalmers on Church Establishments. Gladstone’s Church and State. 
Review of Gladstone, by Lord Macaulay. 


Y ou may suppose it superfluous to lecture on a subject so 
well understood, and universally admitted, as this is 
among us; but you will be mistaken. Our 
ancestors understood it, because they had 
studied it, with all the earnestness of perse- 
cuted men, who had to contend with sword and pen. We hold 
their correct theory ; but, it is to be feared, only by prescrip- 
tion and prejudice. Consequence: that when temptation comes, 
and the theory of religious liberty seems awkward just at a par- 
ticular juncture, we shall be carried about with any wind of doc- 
trine. This is ever the course; for fundamental truths to be 
practically learned by one generation, handed down to the next, 
held by prejudice for a few generations, (the words used and 
sense dropped) and at last lost in practice. | 
Again, many, even of statesmen, do not defend Religious 
Liberty on sound and rational grounds. Even Brougham and 
Macaulay (see his History of England) seem not to have found 
out that the proposition, ‘“‘man is not responsible for his belief,” 
is not the same with that of Religious Liberty. 
The arguments by which Augustine induced persecution of 
ee at the Donatists have ever been the staple ones 
De of Persecution, Of the Roman Church, for intolerance. 
They are so wretched and flimsy, as to be 
unworthy of a separate discussion. Their answer will be ap- 
parent in the sequel. But it should be observed, that the doc- 
trines of intolerance are consistent with the claims of the 
Romish Church to infallibility, and supremacy. A man ought 
not to have liberty to destroy his own soul by refusing the infal- 
lible teachings of God, on earth. This claim of infallibility 
puts the relations between the unbeliever and Church, on the 
same footing as those between the unbeliever and his God. To 
both he is guilty. But is the claim of infallibility to be im- 
plicitly admitted? The answer to this question shows thata 
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denial of the right of private judgment, is essential to the 
Romanists’ intolerance. For if the infallibility is to be brought 
into question, then the basis of the Dee to enforce absolute 
conformity is melted away. 

A far more plausible argument fa the right to enforce 
religious conformity has been glanced at by 
later Romish writers. .It is hard to answer by 
many a Protestant, who inconsiderately holds to Religious Lib- 
erty. Man is responsible for his belief. His religious error is 
not simply his misfortune, but his crime. Bad volitions are at 
the bottom. Truth is discoverable, certain. This crime has a 
very certain, though indirect evil influence; not only on men’s 
religious, but secular conducts and interests. The heretic 
injures the public morals, health, order, wealth, the value of 
real estate, &c., &c. He may be doing mischief on a far larger 
scale than the bandit. Now, if his religious belief is of a moral 
quality, voluntary and criminal; and is also mischievous—highly 
so; and that, to the interests both Church and State protect, 
why not punishable ? Why does it claim to be exempted from 
the list of offences amenable to law? The cruel abuses of the 
power of punishing heretics, by ignorant or savage rulers, are 
no argument against its use, any more than the Draconian pen- 
alties conclude against moderate power in the magistrate, of 
repressing secular crimes.” Answer. 

Every thing which is moral evil, and is detrimental to the 
interests of society, is not, therefore, prop- 
erly punishable by society (e. g. prodigality, 
indolence, gluttony, drunkenness). The 
thing must be, moreover, shown to be brought within the scope 
of the penalties, by the objects and purposes of Government ; 
and the relevancy of corporeal pains and penalties to be a use- 
ful corrective; and the directness of the concern of society in 
its bad consequences. Society may not infringe directly a nat- 
ural right of one of its members, to protect itself trom an indi- 
rect injury which may or may not occur. It only has a right 
to stand on the defensive, and wait for the overt aggression. It 
is not the business of society to keep a man from injuring him- 
self, but from injuring others. As‘to his personal interests he is 
his own master. Now, that religious error, though moral evil, 
voluntary and guilty, does not come within the above conditions, 
we will show, and at the same time will adduce arguments of a 
positive weight. 

I. Premise. Church and State are distinct institutions, 

State and Church Since theocratic institutions are done away; 
Have Different Ob- they have distinct objects. The Church is to 
Jects. teach men the way to heaven, and to help 
them thither. The State is to protect each citizen in the enjoy- 
ment of temporal rights. The Church has no civil pains and 
penalties at command; because Christ has given her none; and 
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because they have no relevancy whatever to produce her object 
—the hearty belief of saving truth (see John xviii : 36, 2 Cor. 
x : 4, &c.). The main weapon of the Civil Government is civil 
pains and penalties (Rom. xiii : 4). 

2. Premise. In the State, the good of the governed being 
the object, (in temporal interests) the gov- 
erned are the earthly sources of sovereignty. 
Rulers have only a delegated power, and are 
the agents of the community, who depute to them, for the gen- 
eral good, so much of power as is necessary. 

Now, for the direct argument, observe: The Church’s bear- 
ing penal power, and being armed with civil 
pains, is utterly inconsistent with her spirit- 
ual character, her objects, and the laws of 
Christ. Rome herself did not claim it. When the Church per- 
secutes, it is through the commonwealth. This lends its cor- 
poreal power to the Church. When Romish Priests persecute, 
they bear a twofold capacity, magisterial and clerical. 

But, by what power shall the magistrate persecute his own 
Sovereign? Whence delegated? All the 
power he has is delegated. Now a citizen 
cannot delegate to another the right of judg- 
ing for him what is right, because to do so is a self-contradic- 
tion, and unutterable absurdity ; and because to do so would be 
a crime. For the merit of all my religious belief and acting 
depends on my free, conscientious convictions; and God has 
made me responsible for them, so that I cannot give away the 
responsibility. | 

By the same general fact, it appears that when intolerance 

2. Nor Right to Ar. Commands me to surrender my private judg- 
rest my Private Judg- ment in religion, it is to the Magistrate I sur- 
ments render it; (i.¢.,a man not sacred; nor even 
clerical, an officer purely secular, and even upon Romish 
teachings, no more entitled than me, to judge in religion. But, 
it is said, “the Magistrate persecutes not for himself, but on 
behalf of a Church infallible and divinely authorized, to which 
he has dutifully bowed, and lent his secular power, as he ought ; 
so that it is to this infallible Church we are compelled by the 
Magistrate’s sword to surrender our private judgment.” No; 
how did the Magistrate find out that this Church is infallible ? 
Suppose I, the subjc.., choose to dispute it? who shall decide 
between us? Not ¢':c Church in question; because the very 
question in debate between us is, whether the Church ought to 
be allowed a supreme authority over mv, or his conscience. It 
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is to the civil Magistrate’s judr atter all, that I am com- 
pelled to yield my private judgu..ii, and that, in a thing purely 
religious. 
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tianity, but to his official character. : This 
follows from the entire distinctness of the 
Church and State in their objects and charac- 
ters. It is proved by Scripture asserting the civil authority of 
Pagan magistrates; Matt. xxii: 21; Rom. xiii; 1 Peter ii: 13. 
If we were citizens of a Mohammedan or pagan country, we 
should owe obedience to their civil rulers in things temporal. 
And this shows that the authority is not dependent on the mag- 
istrate’s christianity, even where he happens to be a Christian, 
Now what an absurdity is it, for that which is not Christian at 
all to choose my Christianity for me ? To see this, only sup- 
pose a case where the magistrate is actually infidel. The 
Greeks and Protestants in Constantinople struggle with each 
other. The Turk, more sensible than intolerant Christians, 
merely stands by and derides both. But suppose one of them 
should manage to get him on their side, and use his temporal 
power to persecute their brethren? Cana Turkish infidel, who 
has nothing to do with Christianity, confer on one sect a power 
to persecute another? Confer what he has not? Outrageous. 
But the reason of the thing is the same in any other country; 
because the civil authority of the magistrate is no more due to 
his Christianity than that of the Grand Turk in Turkey, who has 
no Christianity. 
But suppose the persecuting Church repudiates the aid 0” 
_, the magistrate, and claims that she herself, 
Shall se oe ae as a spiritual power, is entitled to wield both 
swords, temporal and spiritual, for suppres- 
sion of error, in person, as Rome does in some of her more im- 
perious moods. Then all the absurdities are incurred which 
arise from confounding the two opposite societies of Church 
and State and their objects; and all the Scriptures above 
quoted must be defied. But other arguments, still more un- 
answerable, apply. Among competing religious communions, 
which shall have the right to coerce the other? Of course, the 
orthodox one. This is ever the ground of the claim. “I am 
right and you are wrong; therefore, I must compel you to think 
as I do.” But each communion is orthodox in its own eyés. 
Every one is erroneous to its rivals. If Rome says, there are 
evidences of our being the apostolic infallible Church, so clear, 
that no one can resist them without obstinate guilt, Geneva says 
to Rome just the same. Whatsoever any Church believes, it 
believes to be true. There is no umpire under God; shall the 
magistrate decide? He has no right. He is not religious. 
There is no umpire. Each one’s claim to persecute is equally 
good. The strongest rules. Might makes right. 
But again: The Church cannot use persecution to gain her 
end, which is the belief of religious truth; 
Prana ac Not 4 because penalties have no relevancy. what- 
ever to beget belief. Evidence begets con- 
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viction; not fear and pain. While we do not think that belief 
or unbelief of moral truth is of no moral character, with 
Brougham, we do know that it must be the voluntary, spon- 
taneous result of evidence, and that it must be rational. That 
a spiritual society, whose object is to produce moral.beliefs, and 
acts determined thereby, should do it by civil pains, is an in- 
finite absurdity. This is enhanced by the other fact: that the 
virtue and efficacy of religious belief and acts before God de- 
pend wholly on their heartiness and sincerity. Feigned belief, 
unwilling service, are no graces, but sins: do not save, but 
damn. . . . Nor do persecutions have any preparing effect 
to open the mind to the rational and moral means which the 
Church is afterwards to use. This the Augustinian plea. To 
punish, imprison, impoverish, torment, burn a man, because he 
does not see your arguments as strong as you think them, is 
surely a strange way of making him favorable thereto! To 
give him the strongest cause to hate the reasoner, is a strange 
way to make him like the reasonings! The most likely possible 
way is taken to give him an ill opinion of that communion he 
is wished to join. These measures have some natural tendency, 
on weak natures, to make hypocrites; but none to make sin- 
cere believers. 
Under this head, too, notice the outrageous impolicy of 
_.,, persecuting measures. Supposing the doc- 
cos Truths Frejudl- ‘trines persecuted to be erroneous, the very 
way is taken to make them popular, by array- 
ing on their side the sentiments of injured right, virtuous indig- 
nation, sympathy with the: oppressed, and in general, all the 
noblest principles, and to make the opposing truth unpopular, 
by associating it with high handed oppression, cruelty, &c. 
The history is, that no communion ever persecuted which did 
not cut its own throat thereby unless it persecuted so as to 
crush and brutify wholly, and trample out all active religious 
life pro or con to itself. The persecuting communion dies, 
either by the hand of the outraged and irresistible reaction it 
produces; or if the persecution is thorough, by the syncope 
and atrophy of a spiritual stagnation, that leaves it a religious 
communion only in name. Of the former, the examples are 
the Episcopacy of Laud, in Scotland and England, Colonial 
Church of Virginia against Baptists, &c. Of the latter, the 
Popish Church of France, Spain, Italy. ‘“ The blood of the 
martyrs is the seed of the Church.” 
All acts of religious intolerance are inconsistent with the 
relations which God has established between 
eee Intrudes into God's Fimself and rational souls. Here is the 
rovince. : 
main point. God holds every soul directly 
responsible to Himself. That responsibility necessarily implies 
that no one shall step in between him and his God, No one 
can relieve him of his responsibility, answer for him to God, and 
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bear his punishment, if he has betrayed his duty. Therefore 
no one should interfere to hinder his judging for himself. 
“What hast thou to do, to judge another man’s servant?” 
Here it is plain how essential the claim of infallibility is to a 
plausible theory of persecution. For a man who acknowledges 
himself fallible, to intrude his leadership by force on his fellow- 
man, who is no more fallible than himself, when it is possible he 
may thereby ruin his soul, is a position as satanic as impudent. 
But where the persecutor can say, “I know infallibly that my 
way is right, and if he will come into it he will certainly be 
saved,’ there is a little plausibility. But if infallibility is dis- 
proved, that little is gone. And more: Each man is directly 
bound to his God to render a belief and service hearty ; pro- 
ceeding primarily from a regard to God’s will, not man’s. Else 
itis sin. Now, how impious is he, who, professing to contend 
for God, thus thrusts himself between God and His creature ? 
Substitutes fear of him for fear of God? Thrusts himself into 
God’s place? He that does it is an anti-Christ. Man’s belief 
is a thing sacred, inviolable. 

7. Let it be added, also, that persecutions ruin that cause 
which they profess to promote, the cause of God, by demoral- 
izing the persecuting community. They tend to confound and 
corrupt all moral ideas in the populace, who see moral, merci- 
ful, peaceful men punished with the pains due to the most atro- 
cious crimes, because they do not take certain arguments in a 
certain way. They beget on the one hand subserviency, hypoc- 
risy, cunning, falsehood and deceit, the weapons of oppressed 
weakness; and on the other, cruelty, unmercifulness, rapacity, 
injustice. Ages of persecution have always been ages of deep 
moral corruption; and where persecution has been successful, 
it has plunged the nations into an abyss of vice and relaxed 
morals. 

Again: we have hinted at the tendency of intolerance to 
disappoint its own ends. All history is a 
commentary on this. More persecution, the 
more sects, (except where it is so extreme 
as to produce a religious paralysis, and there there are no sects, 
because there is no belief, but only stupid apathy or secret 
atheism). Rome tried it to the full. And under her regime, 
christendom was more and more full of sectaries, who increased 
till the freedom of the Reformation extinguished them: Wal- 
denses, Albigenses, Cathari, Paulicians, Beghards, Fratricelli, 
Turlupins, Brethren of Free Spirit, Wickliffeites, Hussites, &c., 
&c. There have always been wider divergences of doctrinal 
opinion, within the bosom of the Romish Church itself, than 
there are now, between all the evangelical branches of the 
Protestant family, with all their freedom. And the effect of the 
Reformation, (most in freest countries), has been to kill off, or 
render perfectly impotent, all more extravagant and hurtful 
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sects. Where are any Turlupins, or mystical Pantheists like 
those of Germany of the 14th Century? ‘Where any Schwes- 
triones? Manichzans? 

g. Religious sects are nearly harmless to the State, when 
they are no longer persecuted. It is wholly to their oppression 
that their supposed factiousness is due; cease to oppress, and 
they become mild and loyal. This is just the absurd and 
treacherous trick of persecutors, to say, “conventicles are 
secret,’ when it is their oppression which makes them secret. 
They would gladly be open, if they might have leave. ‘‘ Con- 
venticles are factious ;” itis injustice which makes them factious. 
Let the State treat all sectaries justly and mildly, and they at 
once have the strongest motive to be true to the State; indeed, 
the same which the majority has; that of strongest self-interest. 

Persecution for conscience’ sake is always supremely false 
and hypocritical, as appears by this fact. 
The motive assigned by persecuting religion- 
ists is, that the souls of men may be saved 
from the ruinous effects of error; of the heretic himself, if he 
can be reclaimed; of others whom he might corrupt, at any 
rate. But while they have been imprisoning, tormenting, burn- 
ing men of innocent morals, because they held some forbidden 
tenets, have they not always tolerated the grossest vices in 
those who would submit to the Church? Adultery, profanity, 
violence, ignorance, drunkenness, gluttony? Was it not so 
during all the Inquisition in Spain and Italy, Laud’s persecu- 
tions in England, James’ in Scotland? But a bad life is the 
worst heresy. Surely this destroys souls and corrupts commu- 
nities. Why do not these men then, who so vehemently love 
the souls of their neighbours, that they must burn their bodies 
to ashes, love the vicious enough to restrain their vices? Per- 
secution for opinion’s sake is wholly a political measure cloaked 
under religion. Its true object always is, to secure domination, 
not to save souls, 

This, therefore, is the only safe theory. The ends of the 
State are for time and earth; those of the 
Church are for eternity, The weapon of the 
State is corporeal, that of the Church is spiritual. The two 
cannot be combined, without confounding heaven and earth. 
The only means that can be used to produce religious belief are 
moral. No man is to be visited with any civil penalty for his 
belief, as long as he does not directly infringe upon the purpose 
of the government, which is the protection of the temporal 
rights of his fellow-citizens. The State is bound to see that 
every man enjoys his religious freedom untouched, because the 
right to this religious freedom is a secular, or political right. 

The doctrine of religious liberty was not evolved at the 
Reformation: Protestants held it a right and duty to persecute 
heretics. ‘“ Rome’s guilt was that she persecuted those nearer 
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right than herself, and did it cruelly and unjustly.” The first 
treatise taking the true ground, as far as I know, was written by 
Brown (founder of ee es Brownists). Dr. Jno. Owen wrote 
for the same cause. Jeremy Taylor wrote his plea for 
liberty of boa. "Milton and Locke are well known. 
Roger Williams, of Rhode Island, perhaps deserves the credit 
of being the first Ruler in the world, who granted absolute free- 
dom to all sects, having power to do otherwise. 

The separation and independence of Church and State was 

tt. Charch and State, Not only not the doctrine of the Refor- 
The Protestant Churches mation. No Christian nation holds it to 
Gir top this day, except ours. In 17th and 18th 
centuries some Independents and others in England, and Sece- 
ders in Scotland, advocated such separation, but were branded 
as outrageous radicals. All the Reformation Churches, Luthe- 
ran and Reformed, held it as an axiom, that the State had, 
under God, the supreme care of religion. ‘ Cujus Regio, ejus 
Religio.” Dissenters of England now usually hold our views. 
(as well as Seceders in Scotland), called there voluntaryism. 
The Free Church, at the head of whom was Dr. pare, held 
to establishments. Ours is the first fair trial. 

Two theories of Church establishments prevail among 

Establishments Justi NOMinal Protestants. The higher is that 
fied by two Theories. squinted at briefly in Vattel, bk. 1, ch. 12,’ 
The? Eretatic. § 129, and more fully developed by Glad. 
stone, Church and State, Chap. 2. That the government is 
instituted for the highest good of the whole in every concern, 
and is bound to do all it has in its reach for this object, in every 
department. That a commonwealth is a moral person, having: 
a personality, judgment, conscience, responsibility, and is there- 
fore bound, as a body, to recognize and obey the true religion. 
Hence the State must have its religion, as a State. This isa 
necessary duty of its corporate or individual nature. Hence it 
must profess this, by State acts. It must of course have a 
religious test for office, because otherwise the religious char- 
acter of the State would be lost; and it must use its State 
power to propagate this State religion. 

Let us discuss the abstract “grounds of this theory first; 
then take up the second, or freer theory of Church establish- 
ments, and conclude with some general historical views appli- 
cable to both theories. | 

Says Vattel: “If all men are bound to serve God, the 
entire nation in her national capacity is 
doubtless bound to serve and honour Him. 
This is based on a general principle; that all men are every- 
where bound by laws of nature; and therefore the entire 
nation, whose common will is but the united wills of all the 
members, must be bound by these natural laws; because the 
accident of association cannot release men from bonds that are 


Vattel’s View. 


OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 881 . 


universal.” (See §5). This is true in a sense, but not the 
sense necessary to prove a state religion obligatory. So far as 
any acts of any associated body of men have any moral or re- 
ligious character, they should conform to the same moral and 
religious rules, by which the individuals are bound.. But (a) the 
obligation is nothing else but the individual obligation of all the 
members, and nothing more is needed to defend or sanction it 
than their individual morality and religiousness. And (b) there 
are associations whose objects are not directly religious, but 
secular. How can they appropriately havea corporate religious 
character, when their corporate character has no direct refer- 
ence to religion. 

Gladstone puts the same argument substantially, calling it 
his ethical argument. “A State is a corpo- 
ration. It has personality, judgment, reason, 
foresight. Its acts have moral character. The only safe and 
sufficient basis of morals is Christianity ; therefore they should 
have Christian character. All things we do have religious rela- 
tions and responsibilities ; therefore the acts of rulers as such, 
should» have-a Christian.-character. In a word, a. State is. a 
moral person, corporately regarded, and like any other person, 
must have its personal Christian character. Else it is anti- 
Christian, and atheistic.” Mr. Macaulay, (Ed. Review, 1839), so 
terribly damaged this argument, by pointing out that, by this 
reasoning, it was made the duty of armies, Banking, Insurance, 
Gas, Railroad, Stage Coach companies, Art Union, incorporate 
clubs, &c., &c., to have a corporate religion (consider the 
absurdities), that in his second edition, the author modified and 
fortified it. “These corporations are trivial, partial. Every- 
body not bound to belong to one; their operations not far 
reaching, not of divine appointment, temporary. But there are 
two natural associations of men, alike in these three fundamen- 
tal traits. They are of divine appointment; they are perpetual, 
they embrace everybody, i. e., every human being is bound to 
belong to them; they are the family and the State. All good 
men admit that the family ought to have a family religion. The 
State, a similar institution, a larger family, ought to have a State- 
religion.” | 

This is the only ingenious and plausible thing in his book. 
The nature of the reasoning compels us to discuss the funda- 
mental questions as to the constitution and objects of civil 
society. For our answer must take this shape. The family 
association is wholly dissimilar from the commonwealth; because 
its direct objects are not the same. The source and nature of 
the authority are not the same. There is not the same inferi- 
ority in the governed to the governors; and there is not the 
same affection and interest. 

(Remember, however, the fact that all men are bound to 
be members of some family and State, has no relevancy to 
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prove that these associations must have religious corporate 
character, unlike all other partial societies. Nor does the fact 
that they are not’voluntary, but of divine appointment ; because 
under certain €ircumstances, it may be of divine appointment 
that men should belong to an army; and this does not prove 
that an army ought to profess a religion as such). 

The object of the family as to children, is to promote their 
whole welfare. The object of civil govern- 
ment is simply the protection of temporal 
rights against aggression, foreign or domestic. 
But this is just the view which all claimants for high powers in 
governments deny. Like Mr. Gladstone, they claim that the 
proper view of government is, that it is an association intended 
to take in hand all the interests and welfare of human beings, 
of every kind ; everything in which man is interested, and in 
which combination can aid in success, is the proper end of 
human government. -It is tro Mav: The total human association. 
Now, the plain answers to this are three: the Bible says the con- 
trary. Rom. xii: 4. It is utterly impracticable; for, by the 
necessary imperfection of human nature, an agency which is 
best adapted to one function must be worst adapted to others; 
and an association which should do every thing, would be sure 
to do all in the worst possible manner. But last, and chiefly ; 
if this is true; then there cannot be any other association of 
human beings, except as it is a part and creature of the State. 
There is no Church. The State is the Church, and ecclesi- 
astical persons and assemblies are but magistrates engaged in 
one part of their functions. There is no such thing as the 
family, an independent, original institution of divine appoint- 
ment. The parent is but the delegate of the government, and 
when he applies the birch to the child, it is in fact, by State 
authority! All combinations, to trade, to do banking business, 
to teach, to preach, to navigate, to buy pictures, to nurse the 
sick, to mine, &c., &c., are parts and creatures of the State! 
Or if it be said that the State, though it has the right to do 
every thing, is not bound to do every thing, unless she finds it 
convenient and advantageous, then the ethical argument is 
relinquished ; and the ground of expediency assumed, on which 
we will rer:ark presently. But the ethical argument fails, also. 
| (a) In this: That it makes the right and duty of the Sultan 
to establish Mohammedanism; the King of Spain, Popery ; 
Queen Victoria, Prelacy ; the Emperor of China, Boodhism, &c. . 
Julian was right in ousting Christians; Theodosius, Platonists, 
Constanti-::, Athanasians; Jovian, Arians. For if the State is 
a moral person, bound to have- and promote its religion, the 
Sovereign must choose his religion conscientiously. The one he 
believes right, he must enforce. This is admitted by the advo- 
cates. Now, of all the potentates on earth, there is but one, 
that would conscientiously advocate what these men think the 
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right religion—Prelacy. How sensible is that theory which, in 
the present state of the world, would ensure the teaching of 
errors, by all the authority of the governments over all the 
world, except in one kingdom ? 

(b) ) If strictly carried out, it would ensure the worst govern- 

ing, and the worst preaching, possible. An 
Save cea et pel organization intended for a particular end, 
should choose agents best adapted to sub- 
serve that end, irrespective of other things. Otherwise, it will 
be miserably inefficient. And if it is best organized for that 
end, it must, for that very reason, be ill adapted to a different 
end. Hence, there should be no jumbling cf functions; but 
each institution should be left to subserve its own objects. Sup- 
pose the British Government act out this theory. It must say 
to the skillful and honest financier: “ You shall not help in my 
treasury, because you do not believe in Apostolic Succession ;” 
to the Presbyterian General: “I will have none of your courage 
and skill to release my armies from probable destruction, because 
you listen to a preacher who never had a Prelate’s hand on his 
head ;” to the faithful pilot: “ You shall not steer one of my 
ships off a lee shore, because you take the communion sitting,” 
&c. How absurd; and how utter the failure of a government 
thus conducted ! 

(c) By the same reason that it is the duty of the State to 
use a part of its power to propagate its religion, it is its duty to 
use all; andthe doctrine of persecution for opinion’s sake is the 
necessary inference. Forthe State has power to fine,imprison,kill. 

(Before we proceed to the more plausible and liberal theory 

advanced by Vattel, Warburton, Chalmers, 
Ceca sacar dor , let us notice a point urged by the first 

mentioned, in § 139, &c.: That there must 
be a connection between Church and State, in order that the 
Sovereign may have control over ecclesiastics and religion. If 
men wielding such immense spiritual influences, are not held in 
official subordination to the Chief Ruler, he cannot govern the 
country. It would be a sufficient reply to say that Vattel knew 
Church officers, chiefly as Papists. Take away their power of 
the keys, their exemption from civil jurisdiction, and their 
ecclesiastical dependence on a foreign Pope, and the difficulty 
is gone. The minister of religion should be a citizen, subject 
to all laws, liable to be punished for any overt crime committed 
or prompted by him. This is subordination enough. As for 
the power still left him to inculcate doctrines of dangerous ten- 
dency, unchecked by the State, the proper defence is free dis- 
cussion. ‘The medicine of error is not violent repression, but 
light. Let the Ruler content himself with protecting and dif- 
fusing free discussion. And again, Vattel’s argument may, 
with equal justice, be extended to political teachers; and then 
the freedom of the press and of speech is gone). 


884 OF LECTURES IN THEOLOGY. 


But we come now to what we may call the Chalmerian 
theory. ‘The proper object of civil govern- 
ment is man’s secular well-being. But the 
right to prosecute this, implies the right to perform all those 
functions which are essential to the main end—yea, the duty. 
Public morals are essential to the public welfare. The only 
source of public morals is Christianity. Christianity will not be 
sufficiently diffused, unless the State lends its aid and means to 
do it. Therefore it is right, yea, binding, that the State shall 
enter into an alliance with Christianity (in that form or forms 
best adapted to the end), to teach its citizens religion and mor- 
als, as a necessary means for the public good. To fail todo so, 
is for the State to betray its charge.” 

The contested point here, is in these propositions: That 
“voluntaryism ” ‘will usually fail to diffuse a sufficient degree of 
public morals; and that a State-endowed Church, or Churches, 
of good character and spiritual independence will do it far bet- 
ter. And on this point, all the divisions of “ Dissent,” splitting 
up of small communities until the congregations are all too 
small to sustain themselves, the insufficiency of funds furnished 
by voluntary contribution, are urged, &c., &c. 

Now, here we join issue, and assert; in the first place, that . 
an endowed Church, on this plan, will usually 
effect less for true religion and public morals, 
than voluntary Churches, notwithstanding 
these difficulties. For remember that the State is, in fact, and 
must usually be, non-religious; i. e., the Rulers themselves will 
usually have a personal character irreligious, carnal, anti- 
evangelical. What is the fact? How is the composition of 
governments determined? By the sword, or by intrigue, by 
party tactics, by political and forensic skill, by the demands of 
secular interests and measures, by bribery, by riches and family, 
by everything else than grace. It must be so; for the assumed. 
necessity for a State endowment and alliance is in the fact that 
the community is yet prevalently irreligious, and needs to be 
made religious. Now, all just government is’ representative. 
It must reflect the national character. To disfranchise, and 
shut out of office, citizens, because carnally minded, would be 
an absurd and impracticable injustice in the present state of 
communities. Now remember (Rom. viii: 7): This enmity is 
innate, instinctive, spontaneous. If the State selects preachers, 
some individual officers of the State select them; and the least 
evangelical will most frequently be selected. Natural affinities 
of feeling will operate. Here, then, is one usual result of a 
Church establishment; that of the men who are nominal mem- 
bers of the Church endowed, the least evangelical and useful 
will receive the best share of all that influence, power and 
money which the State bestows. Exceptions may occur: this 
is the general rule. What says History? Arians under Roman 
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Empire; ander Teuton Princes, High Church Arminians; 
worldly men; semi-Papists in England; Arminians in Holland; 
Moderates in Scotland. 

Again: The pecuniary support will be liberal and certain. 
Its tenure will be the favor of the Rulers ; 
not of God’s people. Hence carnally minded 
men will infallibly be attracted into the min- 
istry by mercenary motives: and the most mercenary will be 
the most pushing. Hence a progressive deterioration of the 
endowed ministry, as in English and all Popish and Lutheran 
Churches. Shall we be pointed to large infusion of excellent 
men in English and Scotch establishments? We answer, that 
their continuance is mainly due to the wholesome competition 
of Dissent. (Just the contrary of the plea, that the Establish- 
ment is worth its cost, by its wholesome influence in curbing 
Dissent). And the proof is, that wherever Dissent has been 
thoroughly extinguished, the leaden weight of State patronage 
has in every case, brought down the endowed clergy to the 
basest depths of mercenary character, and most utter ineffic- 
iency for all good. E.g., Spain, France, Italy, Austria, Russia. 

Again: Just as soon as any Church is endowed, it is put in 
an oppressive attitude towards all that part 
of the community who do not belong to it, so 
that prejudice will prevent much of useful- 
ness in its ministrations to them, and perpetually stimulate 
secession. ‘That I should be taxed to pay for the preaching of 
doctrines which I do not believe or approve, is of the nature of 
an oppression. That my minister should have no lot nor part 
in the manse and salary provided at the common expense, but 
monopolized by another man who is willing to endorse some 
doctrine which I think erroneous, is an odious distinction, 
Indeed, it might be urged, as an independent argument against 
the mildest form of Church Establishment, that it implies some 
degree of oppression for opinion’s sake; it makes the State a 
judge, where it has no business to judge, and exercises partiality, 
where there should be equality. Nor will it at all answer to 
attempt to elude this difficulty, as in the colonial government 
of Massachusetts ; because this would enlist the State in the dif- 
fusion of error and truth alike; a thing wicked; and it gives to 
the worst forms of nominal Christianity a strength they would 
not otherwise have, because all the “ Nothingarians,” being 
compelled to support some Church, elect the one that has least 
religion. 

And once more: The only fair experiment of full religious 
liberty, without Church and State, that of our country, proves, 
so far, that the voluntary system is more efficient than the en- 
dowed, in adequately supplying the growing wants of a nation. 
Let all denominations enjoy complete freedom and equality, 
and their differences become practically less, they approximate 
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to a virtual unity and peace on an evangelic ground, and their 
emulation and zeal do far more than the State could do. The 
fact is, that this day, notwithstanding our heterogeneous people, 
and immense growth, we have more gospel, in proportion to our 
wants, than any except Scotland. And in England and Scot- 
land almost all the enterprise, which has kept up with growth 
and evangelized new districts, has been either dissenting, or a 
sort of voluntaryism among Established Church people; as in 
getting up the Quoad Sacra chapels in Scotland. Our success 
is the grand argument against State Churches. 

But, second, and more conclusive. This union, on this 
The Endowed Clergy theory, between Church and State, necessi- 
Must be Responsible to tates the surrender of the Church’s spiritual 
Oe independence. It can no longer preserve 
its allegiance to Jesus Christ perfect. The necessity of this 
allegiance we will not stop to prove. If the State employsa 
denomination to teach its subjects religion and morals, it is 
bound to have them well taught. The magistrate owes it to 
his constituents to see that the public money is well spent in 
teaching what shall be for the public good. And whether the 
doctrine taught is so or not, the magistrate must be the sover- 
eign judge under God. In other words, the preachers of this 
State Church are, in their ministerial functions, State officials, 
and, of course, should be subordinate, as to those functions, to 
the State. Responsibility must bind back to the source whence 
the office comes. But now where is this minsters’s allegiance 
to Christ? Whenever it happens that the magistrate differs 
from his conscience, he can only retain his fidelity to his Master 

by dissolving his State connection. 
This was completely verified in the disruption of the 
; Scotch Establishment. The British govern- 

Instance in Free . ee en aes 

Church of Scotland, ment claimed jurisdiction over spiritual 
affairs, which they supported by their salaries. 
The faithful men of the Free Church found that the only way 
to retain their allegiance to Christ was to relinguish their con- 
nection with the State. When the secession Churches now ex- 
claimed: “Here is an illustration of the incompatibility of 
spiritual independence and.Church establishments,’ the Free 
Church men answered: “No. We admit that the jurisdiction 
of the State and its courts is just as to the temporal emolu- 
ments of a parish, but deny it as to the care of souls, or fitness 
for that care.” But does not a suit about pay for value 
received necessarily bring into court the nature of the value 
received? Must not the magistrate who decides on the quad, 
decide onthe pro guo? The right of the State is to present to 
the Parish, and not to the salary of the Parish, only. The 
State has the same right to see the parochial duties performed 
by whom she pleases, as the salary enjoyed by whom she pleases. 
In the incipiency of the English Establishment, the grand 
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appeal of its advocates was to the example 
of the Israclitish kingdom, where State and 
Church were united so intimately. Hence 
were drawn all the arguments, nearly, for the King’s headship 
over the Church. Hence Calvin’s idea of State and Church. 
Nor is the argument yet given up. But the answer is, that a 
theocratic State is no rule for a State not theocratic. Whena 
State can be shown, where there is but one denomination to 
choose, and that immediately organized by God Himself just 
then; where there is an assurance of a succession of inspired 
prophets to keep this denomination on the right track ; where 
the king who is to be at the head of this State Church is super- 
naturally nominated by God, and guided in his action by an 
oracle, then we will admit the application of the case. 

In conclusion: The application for such an alliance does 
not always come from the side of the Church. Commonwealths 
have sometimes been fonder of leaning on the Church than the 
Church on Commonwealths. Do not suppose that this question 
will never again be practical. 
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